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February 28, 2007 
 
Dear Board Members: 
 
As you approach your March meeting, you will have been together one year as a new team. 
Congratulations! I like spring with all its signs of new beginnings. My crocuses and daffodils 
are starting to poke their heads up. Our Board committees are off and running to help our 
students. We have hired some great new staff. Our wonderful “seasoned” staff have really 
helped all of us get (or should I really say, saved us) through the last year of new 
beginnings. You need only spend one day in our office to admire the many balls dancing in 
the air between all six of us. Thus it is with sadness and gladness that I want to thank Pat 
Eirish who is attending her last Board meeting in March for all her incredible work in 
mentoring me over the last six months. Pat has accepted a new position in OSPI that fits her 
like a glove and luckily she will not be too far away. 
 
We need to congratulate Jack Schuster and Terry Bergeson for the “Best of Washington” 
awards they received from the Washington Federation of Independent Schools on February 
13th.  Jack received “the Columbia Award” for his work in furthering the collaboration 
between public and private K-12 interests. Terry received hers for “Outstanding State 
Official” for her work to build strong relationships with private schools. How lucky are we to 
have those two award winners on our Board! 
 
Are you ready for your board meeting? Well here is a preview of the fun to come. 
 

Monday March 12th 
 
Accountability/Systems Performance Committee Update and Board Goals 

Kris Mayer and her Committee now have two meetings under their belt. Jeff Vincent has 
very graciously agreed to host us in his downtown Seattle office. The ambience is inspiring! 
We have covered a lot of ground in terms of getting clear on what the Committee will do this 
year. It is exciting and hard work. We are plowing some ground in the accountability area 
that has not been successful before. We believe with a different approach and data under 
our belt to show the need for improved system performance that we will make substantial 
progress.  
 
The Committee identified several topics it will be working on (among other things): 
examining data needed to improve school achievement; creating an annual State Board of 
Education (SBE) report; and creating a mandate for any school that does not meet its 
performance goals to engage in improvement efforts. At our last Committee meeting (where 
Steve Dal Porto arrived in a wheel chair sporting a cast to his foot- thanks to his wife – now 
that’s dedication!) we had a great discussion with our advisory members (teachers, business 
people, and others engaged in education) on the subject of school improvement plans. They  
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all endorsed the need to make these plans real and meaningful at the local level to affect 
significant change. Evelyn Hawkins has done some great briefing papers on benchmarking 
and a deeper look at accountability for the Committee. She is getting a new computer to run 
data. 
 
Mary Jean, our fabulous systems thinker and “pull everyone together” gal, is working on how 
to look at overall goals and frameworks to discuss with the Board. We need to be sure all of 
our work comes together with all the different Committees. She is thinking about this no 
doubt right now and will have something to share at the Board meeting. She is also going 
back to D.C. to a National Association of State Boards of Education (NASBE) conference on 
No Child Left Behind after our Board meeting. She hopes to meet with some staff from our 
Congressional delegation to talk about the proposed reauthorization. 
 
English Language Learners 

This continues to be a big issue for our Board. How are these students doing and what can 
we do with our “bully pulpit” to help? OSPI has been focusing on some strategies they are 
eager to share with us on using DVDs in students’ first languages for the WASL as well as 
options to continue helping ELL students who cannot meet the graduation requirement in 
four years of high school.  
 
Legislative Update 

Our meetings with legislators have gone really well. We have focused on leadership and key 
players for our meetings – both Democrats and Republicans. Everyone has something great 
to say about the work we are doing. I think they are impressed we have moved quickly on 
some key topics like mathematics with the Joint Math Action Plan and the Independent 
Review.  
 
I cannot begin to tell you how many WASL bills there are out there! It will all settle down a bit 
after February 28, but I truly cannot predict the outcome. There is, however, some recent 
tension mounting on how to do the independent review of mathematics standards between 
legislators. I have testified through out the session and explained in meetings with legislators 
that the Board is moving ahead with its RFP. I have tried to include certain issues some 
members want to see addressed, however, there continues to be some disagreement from a 
few legislators about our approach to use a national consultant rather than a Washington 
panel to do the bulk of the work. (In our RFP the panel assists the national consultant.)  
Some of these same legislators also want us to develop new standards rather than 
reviewing the ones we have. They question how “independent” the Board can be. 
 
The good news is that the House Education Appropriations Subcommittee just came out 
with its budget and it supports our full budget request! Stay tuned as this moves through 
both houses! 
 
We will know a lot more by the time of our Board meeting to share. Pat does a great job with 
her updates so I will spare you further information here. I will miss “my woman on the hill” for 
the rest of the legislative session.  
 
Meaningful High School Diploma 

The Meaningful High School Diploma Committee met for the first time on February 27. They 
agreed that for the next several meetings they will focus on completing a proposed 
framework on what constitutes a meaningful high school diploma and then examine 
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graduation credit requirements and different types of diplomas. They also plan to focus on 
implementation issues for any changes they decide to recommend. 
 
Kathe Taylor has done a great job digging into the work for the Committee. You have a l 
briefing memo from her on the American Diploma Project (ADP). We are looking forward to 
Mike Cohen, Director of Achieve Inc., who has launched the ADP Project come share his 
thoughts with the Board. Twenty-nine states are involved in this project. To get a state 
perspective, we have Ron Peiffer from the Maryland Department of Education as well as 
someone hopefully from Oregon. (Their Board chair was going to come, but he is too busy 
with the legislative session.) The Washington Roundtable will host a reception for Mike 
Cohen, Board members and legislators up on the Hill on Monday night. Here is your 
opportunity to “schmooze (although legislators will be busy passing bills on the floor that 
night).” We will not have a dinner on Monday due to this reception. 
 
Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) Report on WASL 

The WSIPP (where I worked for 10 years before going to work at The Evergreen State 
College) staff will present highlights from some of their recent reports on the WASL. They 
have done a lot of work using OSPI data. Legislators have heard these reports and it shapes 
a lot of their thinking, although not everyone agrees with all of the reports’ conclusions. I 
have included several sample reports for you to read.  

 
 

Tuesday March 13th 
 
Science Literacy 

We need to get a toe into the science world as we begin to think about the independent 
review of science and the meaningful high school diploma so here it goes! Kathe Taylor and 
I thought it would be helpful for you to think about science literacy and why it is important in 
today’s world for our students. We are fortunate to have a panel that will look at the issue 
from business, higher education and K-12 perspectives. 
 
Joint Mathematics Action Plan and Independent Review of the Mathematics K-12 
Standards 

I had a great conversation with Terry and Cathy Davidson from Office of the Superintendent 
of Public Instruction (OSPI) and Lin Douglas from the Professional Educator Standards 
Board (PESB) as we discussed our progress and shared thoughts on the Joint Mathematics 
Action Plan. This is just how we should all be working together to improve the system! The 
Independent Review of the K-12 Mathematics Standards is on the fast track. We hope to 
have proposals in for the Executive Committee and Steve Floyd to review by March 2 and 
make a decision March 7. We are also putting together the panel of Washingtonian 
educators, parents and business folks to assist the national consultant(s). Special thanks to 
OSPI staff and Laura Moore and Sarah Brand who really worked hard to get this out the 
door and on our Web site. 
 
Implementation of the Graduation Credits, Public Hearing and Adoption of Graduation 
Credits 

Here comes your rule adoption to clarify that we mean for high school level credits must 
align with grade level expectations. The big questions is how will we get the word out to high 
schools and how do we ensure that they really do align the classes for credits with what we 
expect for all the 9 and 10 grade level expectations. We will brainstorm and discuss ideas 
for this (Pat Eirish and I have a few ideas up our sleeves). 



 4 

 

 
 
Board Retreat 2007 

Thanks to Sheila Fox and Steve Dal Porto for agreeing to chair our retreat committee! We 
thought about doing the retreat at our July Board meeting, but it seems that will not work so 
we are looking at the following non Board meeting dates – all are Monday/Tuesdays (please 
come prepared to say which is best for you):  August 20-21 or August 27-28 or October 1-2. 
We will start in Monday afternoon and finish by lunch on Tuesday. We will find a nice 
location and give you time to have some fun as well as reflect on the year and look at the 
next year’s work. 

I also want to get a sense from you all if you are able to make the July 19-20 Board meeting 
in Spokane. We have a lot of important business to do and I want a head count of who 
definitely plans to be there so we can plan accordingly.  
 
 
180 Day Waiver Requests and Study 

We have 10 school districts who are asking for waivers for this year only. One school 
district, Seattle, is requesting a waiver for parent/teacher conferences, which staff 
recommends you do not support. We believe their request falls outside of the statute for 
restructuring an effective educational system. While we have sent forward all the waiver 
proposals for your consideration this time, I would recommend in the future that if you decide 
to keep the 180-day waiver process that you have staff review all the paper work and 
prepare a summary of the requests for your approval (similar to what we do with the private 
school approval) and send you the paper work only for those we recommend you do not 
approve. I really dislike killing this many trees! I did not want to change from prior Board 
practice unless I have your approval to do so. 

 
The 180 Day Waiver Committee chaired by Jack Schuster has already prepared a proposal 
for the Board to consider. They are recommending that the Board define a clear purpose for 
granting a 180-day waiver to districts with an accountability feedback loop. Thank you to 
Linda Lamb for her editing skills on the proposal. Pat has provided a full background packet 
on this issue to help you with your decision. Please note that the Legislature funds two 
professional training days for teachers on top of the current 180 days. They used to fund 
three days, but in an effort to balance the budget one of the days was taken away several 
years ago. Thus a number of schools request waivers from you want to add time for 
teachers address issues for educational restructuring. 
 
 
Other Items  
 
We will NOT have a staff presentation update on the Collection of Evidence at the Board 
meeting, but Lesley Klenk tells me that they have had approximately 550 registrations from 
schools all over the state.  

We have provided you with a Board policy for your travel as well as staff based on Office of 
Financial Management State Administrative and Accounting Manual (SAAM) and OSPI 
policy (OSPI acts as our fiscal office). There seem to be a number of issues that come up 
consistently that we want you to be aware of (although you should read the whole policy). 
These issues include:   

1) we are unable legally to reimburse you for meal expenses if you live in the same 
town where you ate;  
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2) if you are asking for reimbursement for more than one trip, please submit separate 
reimbursement forms; and  

3) we have experienced some “no shows” for sleeping rooms we have reserved (for 
which the Board Office is charged) thus we may need to have you make your own 
room reservations under your credit card if this continues to be a problem. 
 

If you feel that you need to adopt this policy officially, please let me know.  
 
Sheila Fox has kindly agreed to do a summary of the Professional Educator Standards 
Board for our Board. It is included here. Thanks Sheila! 
 
Warren Smith has asked us to provide you with the legislative packet we hand out to 
legislators. While you have received pieces of this at previous board meetings, we will 
provide you with full packets in your FYI folder. The pieces include our legislative “leave 
behind” and brochure, the Board resolution on the WASL, our Board charge for the 
independent mathematics review and WASL scores for 10th graders.  
 
We look forward to seeing you at the March Board meeting. Please feel free to call or email 
me if you have questions. 
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State Board of Education Meeting 
Room 172, Dept. of Natural Resources 

1111 Washington St. SE, Olympia 
March 12: 9:00 a.m. — 5:00 p.m. 
March 13: 9:00 a.m. — 3:30 p.m. 

 

 

AGENDA 
 

March 12 Monday 

 

9:00 a.m. Call to Order and Welcome 
  Pledge of Allegiance 
  Agenda Overview 
  Approval of Minutes from the January 25-26, 2007 meeting (Action Item)  
 
9:10 a.m. Accountability/Systems Performance Committee Update and Board Goals 

for Committees’ Work – Kris Mayer, Chair of Accountability/Systems 
Performance Committee, and Mary Jean Ryan, Chair, State Board of 
Education 

 Update on Committee work and organizing frameworks 
 Discussion of proposed goals for Board and Committees’ work 

 

10:30 a.m.  Break 

 
10:45 a.m. English Language Learners (ELL) – Dr. Joe Willhoft, Assistant 

Superintendent for Assessment and Research, and Dr. Alfonso Anaya, 
Director of Migrant and Bilingual Education, OSPI 

 How will OSPI address the cutscore issue under the Washington 
Language Proficiency Test II (WLPT-II)? 

 What do we know about ELL high school students and their Washington 
Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) performance and how does 
OSPI plan to address any issues identified? 

 
11:15 a.m. Legislative Update – Edie Harding, Executive Director, and Pat Eirish, 

Program Manager, SBE 
 
11:40 a.m.  Public Comment 
 

12:00 p.m.    Lunch 

 
1:00 p.m. Meaningful High School Diploma Committee Update – Eric Liu, Chair of the  

Meaningful High School Diploma Committee, and Kathe Taylor, Policy 
Director, SBE 

 



PLEASE NOTE: Times above are estimates only. The Board reserves the right to alter the order of the agenda. For information regarding 
testimony, handouts, other questions, or for people needing special accommodation, please contact Laura Moore at the Board office (360-
725-6025). This meeting site is barrier free. Emergency contact number during the meeting is 360-902-1000. 
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1:30 p.m. American Diploma Project – ADP 

  Mike Cohen, President of Achieve 

  Ron Peiffer, Deputy State Superintendent for Maryland Department of Education  

Theresa Levy, Program Specialist, Oregon Department of Education 
 

2:45 p.m. Break 

 
3:00 p.m. Board Dialogue on ADP 
 
4:00 p.m. Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) Summary of Recent 

Studies on the 10th Grade WASL, Alternative Assessments and the Promoting 
Academic Success Program (PAS) – Robert Barnoski, Senior Research 
Associate, WSIPP 

 

5:00 p.m. Recess 

 
March 13 Tuesday 

 
9:00 a.m. What is Science Literacy and why does it Matter for All Students?   

Panel of business, higher education science faculty, high school science  
teacher and OSPI  

Theresa Britschgi, Director, BioQuest, Seattle Biomedical Research Institute 

Ethan Smith, Teacher, Tahoma Senior High School, Tahoma School District  

Lynda Paznokas, Associate Dean for School and Community Collaboration, 
Washington State University 

Eric Wuersten, Science Curriculum Program Supervisor, OSPI 

Roy Beven, Science Assessment Specialist, OSPI 
 

10:15 a.m. Break 

 
10:30 a.m.  Board dialogue – Next Steps on Science 
 
11:00 a.m. Joint Mathematics Action Plan and Independent K-12 Mathematics Review 

Update Mary Jean Ryan, Chair, and Edie Harding, Executive Director, SBE, 
and Mickey Lahmann, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and 
Instruction, OSPI 

 

11:30 a.m. Implementation of Graduation Credits and Alignment with Standards 
Edie Harding, Executive Director, and Pat Eirish, Program Manager, SBE 

 

12:00 p.m.    Lunch  

 
1:15 p.m. Public Hearing on Proposed Rule Amendments/Changes 

 Amendments to Chapter 180-51 WAC 

 Rule Amendments/Changes Pursuant to E2SHB 3098 



PLEASE NOTE: Times above are estimates only. The Board reserves the right to alter the order of the agenda. For information regarding 
testimony, handouts, other questions, or for people needing special accommodation, please contact Laura Moore at the Board office (360-
725-6025). This meeting site is barrier free. Emergency contact number during the meeting is 360-902-1000. 
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1:30 p.m.  Adoption of Rules (Action Item) 
 
2:00 p.m. 2007 Board Retreat – Sheila Fox and Steve Dal Porto, Members, SBE 
 
2:15 p.m. 180-Day Waiver Petitions (Action Item) – Pat Eirish, Program Manager, SBE 
 
2:35 p.m. 180-Day Waiver Committee Recommendations (Action Item) 

Jack Schuster, Chair, 180-Day Waiver Committee, and Dr. James Koval, 
Superintendent, North Thurston Public Schools 

 

3:30 p.m. Adjourn 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X____ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE: March 12, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: ACCOUNTABILITY/SYSTEMS PERFORMANCE COMMITTEE  

UPDATE AND OVERALL BOARD GOALS 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTERS: Dr. Kristina Mayer, Committee Chair, and Mary Jean Ryan, Chair 
 State Board of Education 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 

The Accountability/Systems Performance Committee held its second meeting on February 22. 
The Committee worked on goals and a framework for its work this year. At the January Board 
meeting, the Committee identified several topics it will be working on (among other things): 
examining data needed to improve school achievement; creating an annual SBE report; and 
creating a mandate for any school that does not meet its performance goals to engage in 
improvement efforts. 

Several briefing papers and items will be discussed at our next Committee meeting March 29 
including: an in depth background information piece on accountability with details on 
Washington’s assessments as well as information on required accountability and reporting, 
benchmarking policy options for the Education Report Card, and sample report cards from 
other states. (These are available upon request.) 

The advisory group members joined the Committee in the afternoon to discuss the current 
school improvement process and how it could be improved. The Committee and its advisors 
were sent the material from Greg Lobdell’s (from the Center for Educational Effectiveness) 
paper with some additional comments from staff. Key information from that paper as well as a 
state map of the schools working on school improvement is provided behind this tab.  Kris 
Mayer will update you on the Committee’s work.  

Mary Jean Ryan will work with the Board on an overall framework and goals for the Board to 
consider as the work of the Accountability/Systems Performance Committee and the 
Meaningful High School Diploma Committee proceed this year. 
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What are the characteristics of the “struggling schools” and how are they struggling? 

The 353 schools that did not meet AYP or remain in school improvement were referred to by 

Greg Lobdell as the “struggling schools” 

 

 
 

 Compared to schools statewide, the struggling schools have a higher percentage of 

racial/ethnic minority students—46% compared to 31% statewide; a higher percentage of 

students eligible for free-reduced price meals—47% compared to 37%; and a higher 

percentage of students receiving ESL/ELL services—14% compared to 7%. 

 

Struggling Schools - Demographics 

Ethnicity State Struggling Schools

American Indian/Alaskan Native 2.8% 3.8%

Asian 7.9% 9.1%

Black 5.7% 9.4%

Hispanic 13.7% 22.4%

White 69.2% 53.5%

Poverty State Struggling Schools

Elig. For Free-Reduced Meals 36.7% 46.6%

Language State Struggling Schools

Receiving ELL/ESL Services 7.4% 13.9%

“Struggling Schools”:  Those who did not meet AYP in 2006 or those who met 
AYP in 2006 but are still in NCLB School Improvement (353 schools highlighted in 
this analysis) 
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 102 (29%) are elementary schools, 108 (31%) are middle/jr high schools, and 143 (41%) 

are high schools. 257 (73%) are traditional schools, 71 (20%) are alternative schools, and 

25 (7% ) are other types of schools. 

 43,000 (18%) are elementary students, 64,000 (26%) are middle/jr high students, and 

136,000 (56%) are high school students.  219,000 (90%) are students from traditional 

schools, 13,000 (5%) from alternative schools, and 12,000 (5%) from other schools. 

 

School Type
Schools Not Meeting AYP or in a School Improvement Step
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Elementary

Schools 77 16 9 102

Students 34,218 4,101 4,633 42,952

MS/Jr High

Schools 82 15 11 108

Students 55,279 2,952 6,066 64,297

High School

Schools 98 40 5 143

Students 129,366 5,656 1,076 136,098
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 134 of the struggling schools are in the Puget Sound region, 125 in eastern Washington, 

and 94 in western Washington but not in the Puget Sound region. 

 A higher percentage of struggling schools, 35%, are in eastern Washington compared to 

all school, 29%. 

 

Where Are the Struggling Schools? 

“Struggling Schools”:  Those who did not meet AYP in 2006 or those who met AYP 
in 2006 but are still in NCLB School Improvement (353 schools highlighted in this 
analysis) 

 Note: Step 1 = failing AYP for 2 consecutive years 
           Step 2 = failing AYP for 3 consecutive years 
           Step 3 = failing AYP for 4 consecutive years 
              etc. 
If a school is in Steps 1-5, making AYP one year causes them to stay at the same step 

Met AYP and Not 

in School 

Improvement

Eastern Washington
TOTAL 

Number

Percent 

Within ESD

Year 1 

(Alert) Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Number

Spokane ESD 101 23 9.3% 14 5 2 2 223

Tri-Cities ESD 123 32 27.1% 7 14 4 5 1 1 86

Wenatchee ESD 171 21 19.1% 6 8 1 5 1 89

Yakima ESD 105 49 45.4% 10 13 5 13 1 7 59

Western Washington

Vancouver ESD 112 26 14.9% 12 6 3 5 149

Olympia ESD 113 10 6.3% 5 4 1 148

Anacortes ESD 189 49 15.3% 13 23 6 7 271

Olympic Peninsula ESD 114 9 8.7% 6 1 1 1 95

Puget Sound ESD 121 134 19.4% 32 54 21 26 1 558

353 105 128 44 64 4 8

NCLB School Improvement Step

Did Not Meet AYP or in School Improvement
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 145 (41%) of the struggling schools serving 73,000 (30%) of the students are Title I 

schools. 

 The remaining 208 schools serving 171,000 students are not Title I schools.  Of these 

schools, 95 have more than 40% of their students eligible for free-reduced price meals 

and 58 are high schools, 32 are middle/jr high schools, and 3 are elementary schools.  So, 

many of these struggling schools, while not Title I, still have a high percentage of low-

income students. 

 

Federal Title I Status: Schools Not Meeting AYP or in a School 

Improvement Step
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Impact of Title I:  of the 353 schools who did not meet AYP in 2006 or are in a School Improvement Step

        Title I:  145 schools serving 72,489 students 

        Not Title I: 208 schools serving 170,858 students (95 Schools serving 66,000 students > 40% Free-Reduced Meals)

                Of the 95:  58 schools are  High Schools, serving 41,200 students (approximately 13.2% of HS students in WA)

                                32 schools are Middle/Jr. High Schools serving 23,000 students

                                  3 schools are Elementary

Title-I Elig at 

40%
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 Most of the schools did not make AYP because of math performance, either math only or 

math in combination with reading and/or special ed/ELL performances.  166 (47% ) of 

the schools did not meet AYP because of math only, 122 (35%) for multiple reasons, 37 

(10%) for reading and math, 26 (7%) for Special Ed or ELL only, and 2 (1%) for reading 

only.  Unfortunately, it is not evident from the data presented how many schools with 

multiple reasons included math.  Nevertheless, math appears to have been the biggest 

barrier to schools for meeting AYP for the 2006 WASL administration. 

 115,500 (47% )of the students are in schools that did not meet AYP because of math 

only, 66,000 (27%) for multiple reasons, 40,000 (16%) because of Special Ed or ELL, 

21,000 (9%) because of reading and math, and 608 (less than 1%) because of reading 

only. 

 

Why Are They Struggling?
Schools Not Meeting AYP or in a School Improvement Step
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WHICH AYP CELLS DID THEY MISS?

    PROGRAM:    SpEd or ELL Only                  26 Schools              39,518 Students

    NON-PROGRAM (not SpEd or ESL in either Reading or Math) 

                             Reading Only                            2 Schools                    608 Students

                             Math Only                               166 Schools            115,520 Students

                             Reading & Math                      37 Schools              21,450 Students

    Multiple Reasons                                          122 Schools              66,286 Students
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 135 (38%) of these schools have no district resources available for curriculum, 

instruction, and assessment; these schools serve 27% of the students in struggling 

schools. 

 

Resource Availability: Curric., Instr., & Assessment 
(353 Schools Not Meeting AYP or in School Improvement)
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     Dedicated District

     Resources

     NO Dedicated District

     Resources

Availability of Dedicated District Resources for CI & A (353 Schools not meeting AYP or in S.I. Step)
    NO District Resources Available:  135 Schools serving 62,765 students

    District Resources Available: 218 Schools serving 180,582 students 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X_____ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE: March 12, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 
 
SERVICE UNIT: State Board of Education 

Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 
PRESENTERS: Dr. Joe Willhoft, Assistant Superintendent for Assessment and Research 
 Dr. Alfonso Anaya, Director of Migrant and Bilingual Education 
 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 
 
BACKGROUND: 

In response to interest to advocate for the improvement of educational opportunities for 
English Language Learners (ELL) in our state, we have invited OSPI to present their 
plans in response to two important questions: 

 How will OSPI address the cutscore issue under the Washington Language 
Proficiency Test II (WLPT-II)? 

 What do we know about ELL high school students and their Washington 
Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) performance and how does OSPI 
plan to address any issues identified? 

 
Included under this tab is a briefing paper on the state’s Transitional Bilingual Instructional 
Program, which has served English Language Learners since 1979. 



  

 
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 

DATE:  February 26, 2007 

TO:  State Board of Education Members 

FROM:  Evelyn Hawkins 

RE:  English Language Learners (ELLs) 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with a brief background on English 
Language Learners (ELLs) and Washington’s Transitional Bilingual Instruction Program (TBIP). 
 
Background on English Language Learners 

English language learners are among the most academically at-risk groups in our schools today 
and their numbers are expected to rise steadily in the near future.  Typically, ELLs receive lower 
grades, score below their classmates on standardized reading and mathematics tests, and are 
often judged by their teachers as academic "underachievers." 
 
Washington’s Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program (TBIP) 

Washington’s educational system has seen a rise in the percentage of students qualifying for 
the TBIP from 4.7 percent in 1996-1997 to 7.4 percent in 2005-2006.1  The state’s Transitional 
Bilingual Instruction Act of 1979, amended in 1984, provides extra state funding to school 
districts to serve students who have a primary language other than English and who have 
English language skill deficiencies that impair their learning in regular classrooms.2  The state, 
however, is not the only source of revenue for the program.  Districts can choose to supplement 
their state program funds with funds raised at the local level for programs educating ELLs.  In 
addition, various federal programs can be used to support ELLs, including funding from Title I, 
Title III and programs for migrant, immigrant, and special education.  Federal funding, however, 
is minimal compared to state and local funding. 
 
Despite the relatively minimal federal funding, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) law has had a 
considerable impact on the visibility of ELLs.  ELLs are a student category for calculating 
adequate yearly progress (AYP).3  NCLB requires ELLs to meet reading and math proficiency 
targets (as measured by the Washington Assessment of Student Learning [WASL]).  Districts 

                                                 
1 Information on Washington’s ELL population, including the academic programs provided for them are from the 

OSPI website, in particular, the report Educating English Language Learners in Washington State.  Annual Report 

of the State Transitional Bilingual Instruction Program,  School Year 2004–2005.  Prepared by Dr. Margaret Ho, 

Interim Director, Migrant & Bilingual Education. 
2 Beginning in 1979, ELL students were funded along with certain special education students as part of a “special 

needs” grant. In 1984, funding for the program was set up as a separate allocation. Other program changes were 

made in the 1984 law, including how eligible students are identified. 
3  ELLs who are enrolled in an American school for less than one year are exempted from the state assessment in 

reading/language arts. 
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have found the ELL category to be one of the most challenging categories in meeting AYP 
targets. 
 
The major objective of the TBIP is for students to develop competence in English language skills.  
Instructional assistance is restricted to students who have very little or no English speaking 
ability and are in most need of help, as defined by the eligibility requirements.4  RCW 
28A.180.010 defines bilingual education as the use of two languages in instruction, English and 
one other.  The non-English language is a bridge, a language the child understands, that can be 
used by the student to learn core academic concepts while English language skills are being 
acquired.  As a student learns more English, there is a corresponding decrease in the use of the 
primary language.  This is the “transitional” aspect of the program as established in Washington.  
Although the prescribed program of the TBIP calls for “bilingual instruction,” relatively few 
students in the program actually receive formal instruction in their primary language.  Thus, for 
the majority of ELLs in the state, their English Language Development (ELD) program is more 
accurately defined as an ESL program.  This reliance on instruction in English rather than in a 
student’s primary language is common in other states as well.5 
 
Program Eligibility.  The TBIP serves eligible students in grades K–12.6  To be eligible, 
students must have a primary language other than English and their English language skills 
must be sufficiently deficient or absent to impair learning in an all-English classroom setting.  
Program funding, however, is intended for those with the greatest need, so not all students who 
have a primary language other than English may be eligible. 
 
Districts conduct an initial assessment of students’ oral language proficiency to determine 
program eligibility. 7  An annual reassessment must be made for an ELL to continue in the 
program.  The state program is intended to provide support services for up to three years.  
However, the TBIP may serve students for longer than three years if school districts can 
document that the students remain limited English proficient.  Research consistently suggests 
that learning English in an “academic” setting takes anywhere from four to six years for the 
majority of ELLs.8 
 
The state tests used to measure English language proficiency were first administered in 2002 
and are designed to measure proficiency in reading and writing.9  Initial results of these tests 
reveal that reading proficiency is much lower than writing proficiency in the early grades, but not 
in the middle and high school grades.  Over 80 percent of ELLs in grades 9–12 are in the two 
lowest levels (I and II) in both subjects.10 

                                                 
4 The transitional bilingual instruction program operates under the authority of RCW 28A.180.060 and as detailed in 

chapter 392-160 of the WAC. 
5 See Public Education: Meeting the Needs of Students With Limited English Proficiency, U.S. General Accounting 

Office, February 2001. 
6 Beginning in school year 1997–98, pre-kindergarten students were no longer eligible for bilingual program 

services 
7 Districts use the Language Assessment Scales (LAS or Pre-LAS) to determine initial eligibility.   
8 Hakuta, K., Goto Butler, Y., & Witt, D. (2000).  How Long Does It Take English Learners to Attain Proficiency?  

University of California Linguistic Minority Research Institute Policy Report 2000-01. 
9 In November 2001, educators representing various parts of the state unanimously selected the Washington 

Language Proficiency Test Series as the single test to be used statewide for the annual assessment. 
10 Eligibility ends when a student scores at Level IV on the reading portion and Level III or better on the writing 

portion of the Washington Language Proficiency Test (WLPT).  Students who meet the reading WASL standard and 

score at a level slightly below meeting standard on the writing WASL (7 of 12 points in grades 4 and 7 and 13 of 24 

points in grade 10) will exit the program. 



  

 
Students served by the program spoke a total of 177 languages.  However, about 66 percent 
spoke Spanish and another 21 percent spoke one of seven other languages—Russian, 
Ukrainian, Vietnamese, Korean, Somali. Tagalog, or Cambodian.  Some districts had many 
different languages spoken by ELLs: 28 districts had at least 20 languages spoken by ELLs.  On 
the other hand, many other districts served only ELLs whose primary language is Spanish. 
 
Staffing and Instruction.  Nearly all expenditures used to educate ELLs are for staff salaries.  
Although research has found that students perform better when provided more intensive 
instruction in their primary language, few students receive this type of instruction.  One reason 
for this is the critical shortage of qualified teachers who are literate in a language other than 
English.  Most instruction for ELLs in Washington is provided by instructional aides, typically in a 
classroom setting with some ESL instruction.  Just over half the teachers in the program have 
an endorsement in teaching either ESL or bilingual education. 
 
Instructional Strategies and Models.  ELL instructional strategies and approaches range from 
having no instruction in the students’ primary languages and providing only ESL instruction to 
providing instruction over an extended period in both English and the students’ primary 
languages.11  OSPI recommends five instructional models providing services to ELL students 
during regular school hours:  dual-language/dual immersion programs; late exit transitional 
bilingual education; early exit transitional bilingual education; content-based ESL/sheltered 
instruction; and English as a second language.  OSPI’s report to the Legislature on 2004-05 
programs included a sixth model—English-as-a-second-language pull-out/push-in—mainly used 
at the elementary level.  Schools are strongly encouraged to select the most effective model 
given their particular demographics, needs, and resources. 
 

 Dual-Language/Dual Immersion Programs.  In these programs, language majority and 
language minority students are instructed together for a minimum of five or six years.  The 
goals of the program are for both groups to become bi-literate, succeed academically, and 
develop cross-cultural understanding.  In Washington, the use of Dual Language programs 
grew from 5 programs in 2002-2003 to 22 in 2004-2005.  Research suggests that dual 
language programs promote high academic and linguistic gains by native-English students 
and by students with a primary language other than English.  
 
There are types of dual-language programs.  A two-way bilingual program uses two 
languages to teach students the core curriculum (commonly at the elementary level).  
Participating students are equally divided between native-English speakers and native 
speakers of the program's other language.  So far in Washington, the other language has 
been primarily Spanish, although several school districts are currently exploring the 
possibility of establishing Dual Language programs with English/Vietnamese or 
English/Tagalog.  With a 50/50 linguistic mix of students in place, the school instructs half of 
the regular curriculum in English and the other half in the other language.  In a one-way 
bilingual program, all students are from the same primary language group. 

 

 Late-Exit Transitional Bilingual Education.  In late-exit bilingual programs, ELLs receive 
core content instruction in their native language as they transition into English proficiency 

                                                                                                                                                             
 
11 See A National Study of School Effectiveness for Language Minority Students' Long-Term Academic 

Achievement, Wayne P. Thomas and Virginia P. Collier, George Mason University, for the Center for Research on 

Education, Diversity and Excellence, 2002. http://www.crede.ucsc.edu/research/llaa/1.1_final.html 

http://www.crede.ucsc.edu/research/llaa/1.1_final.html


  

over a five-year period.  The degree to which the teacher uses the students’ native language 
is directly proportional to the degree to which the student has acquired English language 
proficiency.  Given Washington teachers’ capacity for teaching in a language other than 
English, this model would most likely serve Spanish speaking students. “Late-Exit” refers to 
exiting an instructional model using primary language to an instructional model using only 
English. 

 

 Early-Exit Transitional Bilingual Education.  Early-Exit Bilingual models are like Late-Exit 
models (see above) except that they are designed to transition ELLs from their native 
language to English in the first three-year period of the primary grades. 

 

 Content-Based English-as-a-Second-Language (ESL)/Sheltered Instruction.  Students 
are taught entirely in English through ESL techniques.  ELLs are kept together with the rest 
of the students at all times and learn academic curriculum while they are in the process of 
becoming English proficient.  This model requires teachers to have significant training in 
second language acquisition strategies, however, teachers need to know only English for 
implementing this model. 
 
In the three years from 2002-2003 through 2004-2005, there was an increase in Content-
Based ESL programs across the state due primarily to OSPI’s efforts to provide technical 
assistance.  Content-Based ESL has been found to be the most effective instructional model 
for buildings that have considerable numbers of ELLs speaking a variety of languages. 

 

 English-as-a-Second-Language (at the Secondary Level).  ESL programs are designed to 
provide English-Language-Development (ELD) students with focused English language 
development while concurrently taking the regular curriculum in English.  ESL-trained 
teachers use various second language acquisition methods that each are appropriate at 
certain phases of a student’s English language development.  Secondary programs typically 
address the needs of their ELD students by: 

 Two- or three-hour ESL block for beginning English proficiency level students. 

 Delivering core courses in the student’s native language where possible. 

 Delaying language intensive core courses (e.g., history) to the second year and 
moving less language intensive electives to the first year. 

 Pairing ELLs with strong bilingual students in core subjects. 

 Securing textbooks in core subjects in the students’ native language. 
 

 English-as-a-Second-Language Pull-Out/Push-In (mainly used at the Elementary Level).  
In this model, ELD students are “pulled” out of their mainstream classrooms for approximately 
30-45 minutes each day.  A teacher or para-professional provides students with focused 
assistance in either English language development or core academics.  When this assistance 
is offered in the mainstream classroom, the model is called “Push-In.”  Washington State has 
seen a shift in the last three years from serving ELLs in ESL “pull-out/push-in” programs to 
Content-Based ESL and Dual Language programs.  This shift in instructional programs 
indicates a growing capacity in school districts to offer instruction with expertise in second 
language acquisition. 

 
The table below shows the number of ELLs served by the instructional programs defined above 
during the 2004-05 school year: 



  

 

Instructional Model 

Number of 
Students 
Served 

Percent 
of Total 

Dual Language 1,394 2% 
Transitional Bilingual-late exit 4,568 5% 
Transitional Bilingual-early exit 3,444 4% 
Content-Based English-as-a-Second 
Language 41,804 48% 
ESL (Pull-Out/Push-In) 36,133 41% 

Note: Percent based on the total number of ELLs served (87,343) during 
2004-05. 

 
Effectiveness of Strategies.  In general, studies have found that the more instruction that is 
provided in the student’s primary language, the better the overall academic performance of the 
student over a long-term period.12  Experts believe that developing proficiency in one language 
promotes the development of proficiency in a second language.  There are indications that this 
shift to providing more academic instruction in the student’s native language is occurring in our 
state.  However, the shortage of trained staff to provide instruction in many primary languages 
continues to limit this possibility. 
 

                                                 
9 See Reading and Second Language Learners—Research Report, OSPI, April 1999, and School Effectiveness for 

Language Minority Students, Thomas, W. and Collier, V., National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education, 

December 1997. The effects of different instructional approaches may not be seen in the short-term since language 

acquisition in an academic context is a long-term process. 
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BACKGROUND: 

This presentation is to inform the Board about the American Diploma Project (ADP) and 
the American Diploma Project Network (ADPN), an initiative of Achieve, Inc.  Achieve, 
Inc., is a bipartisan, non-profit organization that helps states raise academic standards, 
improve assessments and strengthen accountability to prepare all young people for 
postsecondary education, work and citizenship.   
 
Included in your packet is a briefing paper about the ADPN.  Because representatives 
from Maryland and Oregon will be joining us, we have also included tables that compare 
graduation requirements among Washington, Maryland and Oregon and provide a 
synopsis of the demographics and National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) 
test results of each state.   
 
Michael Cohen will discuss the origin, progress and current status of the American 
Diploma Project, and its outgrowth, the American Diploma Project Network.  Mr. Cohen 
became president of Achieve in January 2003. At a time when states face new and 
continuing challenges in raising academic standards and improving schools, he is 
responsible for overseeing and enhancing Achieve's efforts to ensure that the quality of 
standards-based reforms states undertake remains high.  Prior to joining Achieve, he 
was a senior fellow at the Aspen Institute. His work there focused on high school 
reform, in particular on identifying state and local strategies for transforming urban high 
schools. He was also director of education policy at the National Governors Association 
from 1986 to 1990, where he helped the governors and President Bush set national 
education goals and call for national standards and assessments. From 1990 to 1993, 
he was director of the National Alliance for Restructuring Education, a network of 
leading states and urban school systems committed to standards-based reform. He also 
helped launch the New Standards Project, an initiative of states, school districts and 
philanthropic groups to develop world-class standards and assessments. 
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Dr. Ron Peiffer will talk about Maryland’s experience with the American Diploma 
Project.  Dr. Peiffer has provided leadership for policy development and 
communications for the Maryland State Department of Education over the past decade 
– a period during which Maryland developed and implemented one of the strongest, 
long-running school reform programs in the nation.  An educator for more than three 
decades, Dr. Peiffer has worked as a teacher and a local school system administrator in 
Maryland where he developed local curriculum and assessment policies.  Since Dr. 
Peiffer came to the Maryland State Department of Education in 1987, he has held a 
variety of leadership roles including his work since 1991 with State Superintendent of 
Schools Nancy S. Grasmick, the architect of Maryland’s widely recognized testing and 
accountability program.  Dr. Peiffer has provided leadership and helped develop policy 
for various aspects of the state’s school accountability system.  He also oversees 
strategic planning, policy development, and communication efforts that reach educators, 
parents, the business community, and the public. 
 
Theresa Levy will talk about Oregon’s experience with the American Diploma Project. 
Ms. Levy has been with the Oregon Department of Education since 1996 working on 
high school reform policies and implementation.  She is an Education Specialist in the 
Office of Educational Improvement and Innovation providing leadership in the PK-20 
and High School Redesign initiatives.  She was involved in the development and 
implementation of Oregon’s Certificates of Initial and Advanced Mastery over the past 
decade and is currently responsible for research and development of policies and 
implementation related to the recent changes in Oregon’s graduation requirements.  Ms. 
Levy’s education background includes a BS degree in Education from Ferris State 
University in Michigan, MS degree from Oregon State University, and is currently a 
Doctoral Candidate in Educational Leadership at the University of Oregon.   
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DATE: March 12, 2007 
 
TO:  State Board of Education Members 
 
FROM: Kathe Taylor 
 
RE:  American Diploma Project 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an overview of the American Diploma 
Project, and its outgrowth, the American Diploma Project Network. 
 
I. Background 
 
The American Diploma Project (ADP) was launched by Achieve, Inc. in 2002 in 
partnership with The Education Trust and the Thomas B. Fordham Foundation.1  Their 
objective was to identify and organize the knowledge and skills high school graduates 
need to succeed in postsecondary education and the workplace. 
 
II.  American Diploma Project Research Report 
 
The heart of the American Diploma Project is a research study that was conducted over 
two years and culminated in a 2004 report, Ready or Not:  Creating a High School 
Diploma that Counts.  Researchers from the Educational Testing Service (ETS) and 
The Education Trust, in collaboration with Achieve staff and K-12, postsecondary, and 

                                                 
1 Achieve is a bipartisan nonprofit organization created in 1996 by governors and business leaders in 
1996 to help states raise academic standards, improve assessments and strengthen accountability to 
prepare all young people for postsecondary education, work and citizenship.  Achieve provides services 
in research, development, advocacy and outreach, regularly hosting National Education Summits to 
convene education, business and political leaders.  
 
The Education Trust was established in 1990 by the American Association for Higher Education to 
encourage colleges and universities to support K-12 education reform.  Now an independent nonprofit 
funded by over ten foundations, it is dedicated to making “schools and colleges work for all the young 
people they serve.”  The Education Trust conducts national research and policy analysis and provides 
technical assistance to school districts, colleges and community-based organizations to help raise student 
achievement, especially among minority and poor students. 
 
Thomas B. Fordham Foundation was established in 1959 as a tribute to industrialist Thomas Fordham.  
For years, it contributed funding to charitable and educational organizations in Ohio.  Upon the death of 
Fordham’s widow in 1995, the Foundation narrowed its focus to reform of elementary and secondary 
education, striving to close achievement gaps by raising standards, strengthening accountability, and 
expanding education options.  The Foundation conducts and disseminates national research and policy 
analysis, and sponsors local initiatives, such as Ohio charter schools. 
 



business leaders in the five partner ADP states—Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts, 
Nevada and Texas—worked on the project.   
 
The Ready or Not report describes English and mathematics standards that are 
benchmarked to postsecondary and workplace expectations.  It also provides examples 
of entry-level workplace and college tasks connected to the standards, and advocates 
for an action agenda.  These outcomes emerged from a process that engaged the 
people most closely involved in workplace and classroom settings—front-line managers 
and teaching faculty—to define workplace expectations and postsecondary 
expectations for entry-level work in English and mathematics.    
 
Defining and refining workplace expectations.  What do workplaces expect?  It 
depends on which workplaces are considered. 
 
Researchers from ETS began by defining “good” jobs.  They used available longitudinal 
data to take into consideration entry-level salary, provision of benefits, opportunities for 
further career advancement, education and training.  The resulting pyramid of jobs (see 
figure below) differentiated highly paid professional jobs (those paying more than 
$40,000), well-paid skilled jobs (those paying $25,000-$40,000) and low-paid skilled 
jobs (those paying less than $25,000).   
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

The American Diploma Project then chose to define workplace expectations by focusing 
on occupations represented in the top two tiers of the pyramid, because they “pay 
enough to support a family well above the poverty level, provide benefits, and offer clear 



pathways for career advancement through further education and training.” (p. 105, 
Ready or Not) 

The next step was to work backwards.  What courses did the people working in skilled 
or professional jobs take when they were in high school?  What grades did they earn?     
 
When the ETS researchers analyzed high school transcripts to correlate course-taking 
patterns and grades earned with the jobs individuals held in the different tiers of the 
pyramid, they found:  
 

 Eighty four percent (84%) of those who currently hold highly paid professional 
jobs had taken Algebra II or higher as their last math course. 

 Sixty one percent (61%) of those in well-paid jobs had taken Algebra II or higher.  
Seventy eight percent (78%) had taken geometry or a higher-level math course. 

 Thirty percent (30%) of those in low-paid jobs had taken Algebra II. 

 Four years of English that was at least at grade level was most common for 
those in high/well paid jobs. 

 Twice as many workers in low-paid jobs had taken remedial English or English 
as a Second Language courses to meet English course requirements. 

 
Based on these findings, ADP singled out the English courses typically offered each 
year from ninth to twelfth grade, Algebra I and II, and Geometry for further study.  The 
project engaged curricular experts to identify the key content in these courses, and from 
there, identified a preliminary set of workplace expectations for English and 
mathematics. 
 
To refine the preliminary workplace expectations, researchers conducted interviews with 
front-line managers from occupations identified in the top two tiers of the employment 
pyramid.  While offering suggestions for tightening the expectations, employers: 

 Confirmed the importance of the content, particularly the ability of workers to 
think creatively and logically and to identify and solve problems. 

 Reiterated the value of knowledge and skills typically taught in Algebra I, 
Geometry, and Algebra II. 

 
Defining and refining postsecondary expectations for credit-bearing coursework.  
What do students need to know and be able to do to succeed in freshman-level college 
classes?  The researchers approached this question from several perspectives:  test 
content analysis, alignment studies, and faculty interviews. 
 
Education Trust staff convened English and mathematics faculty from K-12 systems and 
from two- and four-year institutions in each of the five ADP partner states.  Building on 
the maxim, “what gets measured, counts,” they evaluated the content of the partner 
states’ high school graduation tests; national college admissions and placement tests 
(SAT, ACT, COMPASS, Accuplacer); a sampling of postsecondary placement tests; 
and the GED to “codify what the de facto standards are for students by evaluating the 
content of the various assessments they are asked to take.” (p. 107, Ready or Not) 



 
Achieve and ADP staff examined the alignment between partner state high school 
standards for English and mathematics and their high school standards-based 
assessments, looking for areas of overlap and for gaps.  Staff also met with two- and 
four- year college faculty in a broad range of content areas and asked them to define 
the English and mathematics content and skills necessary for success in freshman, 
credit-bearing courses at their institutions.  
 
After synthesizing the preliminary workplace and postsecondary expectations, ADP 
convened content area expert and employer panels to provide feedback on which 
benchmarks represented the best intersection of employer and postsecondary 
demands. Those benchmarks are presented in the report. 
 
Benchmarks, workplace tasks and postsecondary assignments.  The English and 
mathematics benchmarks are organized into thematic strands.  Like Washington’s 
Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs), skill expectations for what the 
graduate should know or be able to do are delineated under each strand.  For example, 
in English, under the “communication” strand, there are six expectations of a high 
school graduate, such as “summarize information presented orally by others,” or “give 
and follow spoken instructions to perform specific tasks, to answer questions or to solve 
problems.”   
 
For anyone who has heard a student complain, “Why do I have to learn this stuff?” the 
ADP goal to link all of the standards and expectations to specific workplace tasks or 
postsecondary assignments is laudable.  However, at present, only ten workplace tasks 
have been developed.  The current list includes a variety of occupations that require 
different levels of education, ranging from Machine Operators to Loan Officers.  
Similarly, sample tasks in ten postsecondary assignments, for introductory courses such 
as English, College Algebra, and Economics, are in place.  Additional tasks in each 
area are in progress. 
 
Agenda for action.  The report set forth an agenda for action based on the premise 
that “no state can now claim that every student who earns a high school diploma is 
academically prepared for postsecondary education and work.” (p. 7, Ready or Not).  
The report called on states to address four challenges: 
 

 Anchor academic standards in the real world. 

 Require all students to take a quality college and workplace readiness 
curriculum. 

 Measure what matters and make it count. 

 Bridge the gap between high school and college—Use data to align systems. 
 
Those challenges became the basis for the action agenda adopted by the states that 
became part of the American Diploma Project Network. 
 



III.  American Diploma Project Network 
  
One outcome of the American Diploma Project was the creation of the American 
Diploma Project Network—today, 29 states that are dedicated to “making sure every 
high school graduate is prepared for college or work.”  Most of the ADP Network 
members are depicted in the map below.  Tennessee, Virginia, and Wisconsin are also 
part of the Network.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The states have committed to an action agenda that calls for: 

 Aligning high school standards and assessments with the knowledge and skills 
required for success after high school.  

 Requiring all high school graduates to take challenging courses that actually 
prepare them for life after high school.  

 Streamlining the assessment system so that the tests students take in high 
school also can serve as readiness tests for college and work. 

 Holding high schools accountable for graduating students who are ready for 
college or careers, and holding postsecondary institutions accountable for 
students' success once enrolled.  

 
All states are “works in progress” in relation to the four action agenda goals.  They also 
differ in the priority they have given to each goal, and in the number of credits and types 
of courses required for graduation.  Appended to this document is a table listing the 
2006 graduation requirements for each of the ADP Network states.  Five of the 29 
states have no state graduation requirements, leaving those decisions to the discretion 
of local districts or governing boards.   Credit requirements in the other 24 states range 
from 13 to 24, with a median of 21.5. 



 
Achieve provides technical assistance and a variety of services to help the ADP 
Network states move forward in their work.  For example, Achieve will marshal 
resources and expertise to help states:  analyze current standards and assessments; 
determine end-of-high school benchmarks; analyze high school tests, and college 
admissions and placement exams; align high school graduation standards with college 
entrance standards; mobilize resources to support the Network agenda within the state; 
and develop state data systems to support effective high school/college transition.  
Achieve produces an annual report on the key progress and lessons learned by the 
participating states. 
 
IV. Kentucky:  One of the Original ADP Partner States 
 
To learn more about reasons why states joined the ADP Network, staff contacted one of 
the “early adopters,” Kentucky.  Gene Wilhoit, former Commissioner of the Kentucky 
Department of Education, talked about why Kentucky elected to become one of the five 
original partner states.  In early 2002, Kentucky needed to upgrade its standards 
because they weren’t producing the achievement results the state had hoped for.  A 
“huge remediation rate” in colleges prompted the state to see linkages with higher 
education.  High school graduation requirements weren’t aligned with college entrance 
requirements, and higher education had no common set of entry-level expectations in 
the core subjects—English and mathematics—that were requiring so much remediation. 
 
Although Kentucky’s content standards had undergone three revisions since their 
inception, Kentucky agreed to review the standards once again, this time using expert 
facilitators brought in by Achieve to conduct conversations.  Previously, Kentucky had 
convened some of the state’s best teachers to approach the question, “What should 
students know and be able to do?”  This time, facilitators posed the question, “What 
would make Kentucky’s standards consistent with the expectations of the consumers of 
the state’s graduates—workplaces and colleges?”  The outcome of these conversations 
(assisted by outside consultants who reviewed and made recommendations about the 
work in progress) was a revised set of standards. 
 
Although total credit requirements did not change (they remain at 22), Kentucky made 
two substantial changes to its math and science requirements.  Beginning in 2012, 
Kentucky will require students to take mathematics each year they are in high school.  
Three credits in mathematics, including courses in Algebra I, Geometry, and Algebra II 
will be required.  Previously, Algebra II was not required—any math elective would 
suffice.  Nor were students required to take math every year.  The fourth year of study 
could be advanced study or could entail additional work in one of the math courses 
previously taken, if the student requires more time to master that content.  Science 
requirements stayed at 3 credits, with the added stipulation to incorporate lab-based 
science investigation experiences.  All students must complete what Kentucky calls the 
“pre-college curriculum.”   
 



When asked about reservations a state might have about joining the ADP Network, Dr. 
Wilhoit, while embracing the importance of the work and the action agenda, admitted 
that “it wasn’t simple.”  The process takes time, intensive staff work, and political will to 
address the concerns that arise.  He noted that Kentucky, which has no state exit exam, 
was working on assessment issues, and will probably go the route of end-of-course 
tests.      
 
Presentations by representatives from Maryland and Oregon will give the Board an 
opportunity to learn more directly about two other states’ perspectives about the ADP 
Network and how it contributes to current state initiatives.    
 
V.  Summary and Emerging Questions 
 
The American Diploma Project Network advocates a standards-based, systems 
approach to education reform that will prepare students for the demands of 21st century 
workplaces and colleges.   It calls for alignment of standards and assessments, and 
urges states to expect students to complete a challenging curriculum that includes, at a 
minimum, four credits of English and four credits of math—specifically, Algebra I, 
Algebra II, Geometry, and a course in statistics or data analysis.  Twenty-nine states are 
currently part of the Network. 
 
The American Diploma Project is identified with a research study initiated to determine 
what students need to know and be able to do to be prepared for college-level courses 
or to secure jobs that would earn a living wage, pay benefits, and offer career pathways.  
The study, published as a report entitled, Ready or Not:  Creating a High School 
Diploma that Counts, documented the importance of preparation in two key subjects, 
English and mathematics; established benchmarks in those subjects; and connected 
the benchmarks with actual workplace tasks and postsecondary assignments common 
in ten entry-level jobs and college courses.   
 
The Board will have an opportunity to talk with all of the presenters and pose questions, 
raising such issues as:  What are the benefits and costs to focusing on English and 
mathematics standards?  What evidence is there that a challenging curriculum works for 
all students?  And, what implementation challenges have the ADP states experienced?   
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Standard High School Graduation Requirements of American Diploma Project Network States 

Source: Education Commission on the States as of August 2006 
 (http://mb2.ecs.org/reports/Report.aspx?id=735)

State Math English 
Social 

Studies 
Science PE Arts 

Foreign 
Language 

Electives 
Comp. 
Tech 

Voc Ed 
Career 

Oral 
Comm. 

Other Total 

Alabama 4 4 4 4 1.5 0.5 0 5.5 0.5    24.0 

Arizona 2 4 2.5 2 0 1 (or voc) 0   
1 (or 
arts) 

 
8.5 

determine 
locally 

20.0 

Arkansas 3 4 3 3 1 0.5 0   yes 0.5 
6  career, 

core or 
elective 

21.0 

Colorado 0 0 
.5 (incl. 

hist. of 
minorities) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0.5 

Delaware 3 4 3 3 1.5 0 0 3.5 1 3   22.0 

Georgia 

4 (coll 

prep) 
or 3 
(tech 

prep) 

4 3 3 1 

1 (or for. 

language 
or career 
or comp.) 

2 (college 
prep) or 0 
(tech prep) 

4 (college 
prep) or 3 
(tech prep) 

1 (or for. 
language 
or arts or 
career) 

1 (or for. 
lang. or 
arts or 
comp.) 

 

4 (tech 
prep—

career or 
tech) 

22.0 

Hawaii 3 4 4 3 1.5 0 0 6    
.5 

guidance 
22.0 

Idaho 2 4.5 2.5 2 .5 

1 (or for. 

language 
or interdis. 
human.) 

1 (or 
interdis. 

humanities 
or arts) 

1 (interdis. 
humanities, 
arts, or for. 
Language) 

   
8.5 

design. by 
district 

21.0 
 

Indiana 2 4 2 2 1 0 0 9     20.0 

Kentucky 3 4 3 3 1 1 0 7     22.0 
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State Math English 
Social 

Studies 
Science PE Arts 

Foreign 
Language 

Electives 
Comp. 
Tech 

Voc Ed 
Career 

Oral 
Comm

. 
Other Total 

Louisiana 3 4 3 3 2 0 0 8     23.0 

Maine 2 4 2 2 1.5 1 0     
3.5 

design. by 
dist. 

16.0 

Maryland 3 4 3 3 1 1 

2 (foreign 

language 
adv tech, or 

CE) 

3 

1 + 2 
for 

.lang. 
adv 

tech, or 
CE) 

2 (foreign 

language 
adv tech, 

or CE) 

  21.0 

Massachu-
setts 

0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0   0 

Michigan 0 0 .5 0 0 0 0 0    
Locally-

determine 
0.5 

Minnesota 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0    
Locally-

determine 
0 

Mississippi 3 4 3 3 0.5 1 0 4.5 1   

 

20.0 

New Jersey 3 4 3 3 3 2 0 4    

  
22.0 

New 
Mexico 

3 4 3 2 1 0 0 9   1 

  
23.0 

North 
Carolina 

4 (coll 

prep) or 
3 (tech)  

4 3 3 1 0 
2 (college 
prep) or 0 
(tech prep) 

3 (college 
prep) or 2 
(tech prep) 

 
0 or 4 
(tech 
prep) 

 

  
20.0 

Ohio 3 4 3 3 1 

1 (or 
foreign 
lang., 

voc ed, 
or tech) 

1 (or voc 
ed, arts, or 

tech) 
6 

1 (or 
foreign 
lang., 

voc ed, 
or arts) 

1 (or 
foreign 
lang., 

arts, or 
tech) 

 

  
 

21.0 
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*States with no admission requirements (Massachusetts, Minnesota, and Pennsylvania) or less than 1 credit of admission requirement (Colorado, 

Michigan) have been excluded from calculations of the median credit requirements 

State Math English 
Social 

Studies 
Science PE Arts 

Foreign 
Language 

Electives 
Comp. 
Tech 

Voc Ed 
Career 

Oral 
Comm. 

Other Total 

Oklahoma 3 4 3 3 0 2 0 8     23.0 

Oregon 2 3 3 2 2 
1 (or 

foreign 
lang.) 

1 (or in 
arts) 

    
9 dist. 

determ. 
22.0 

Pennsylvania 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0 

Rhode Island 3 4 2 2 2 0.5 2 4 0.5    20.0 

Tennessee 3 4 3 3 1 

0 (tech 

prep)  or 
1 (coll. 
prep) 

0 (tech 
prep) or 2 
(coll. prep) 

2 (tech 
prep) or 3 
(coll. prep) 

 
6 (tech 
prep) 

  20.0 

Texas 3  4 3 2 2 0  0  6.5 1  .5  22.0 

Virginia 3 4 3 3 2 1 0 6     22.0 

Wisconsin 2 4 3 2 2 0 0 0 0    13.0 

Median* 3 4 3 3         21.5 



Source:  Common Core of Data, 2004-2005 school year (non-adjudicated), U.S. 
Department of Education National Center for Educational Statistics 
1Common Core of Data, 2003-2004 school year 
 

Comparison of Washington, Maryland and Oregon:  
Student and School/District Characteristics 

 
 
 

Student Characteristics Washington Maryland Oregon 

Number enrolled 1,020,005 865,561 552,322 

Percent with Individualized 
Education Programs 

12.2% 12.9% 14.2% 

Percent in Limited-English 
proficiency programs 

7.4% 2.5% 11.7% 

Percent eligible for 
free/reduced lunch 

36.1% 32.1% 41.9% 

 
 

Racial/Ethnic Background1 Washington Maryland Oregon 

White 70.7% 49.5% 75.4% 

Black 5.7% 38.1% 3.3% 

Hispanic 12.9% 7.0% 14.5% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 8.0% 5.0% 4.6% 

American Indian/Alaskan 
Native 

2.7% 0.4% 2.3% 

 
 

School/District 
Characteristics  

Washington Maryland Oregon 

Number of school districts 296 24 201 

Number of schools 2,272 1,421 1,289 

Number of  Title 1-eligible 
schools 

1,224 384 1,207 

Number of charter schools N/A 1 57 

Per-pupil expenditures1 $7,439 $9,458 $7,579 

Pupil/teacher ratio 19.2 15.7 20.1 

Number of FTE teachers 53,125 55,101 27,431 
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A Comparison of Maryland, Oregon and Washington Graduation Requirements 
 

State 
2007 Curriculum 
Requirements for 

Graduation 

Required 
Minimum 
Credits 

Additional 
Requirements 

Planned Changes to Graduation Requirements 
Effective 

Date 

Maryland English/language (4) 
Mathematics (3) 

 Algebra/Data analysis 

 Geometry 

 Other 
Science (3) 

 Biology 

 2 lab sciences 
Social studies (3) 

 US History 

 World History 

 Local, state, national 
government 

Fine Arts (1) 
Physical Education (.5) 
Health (.5) 
Technology Education (1) 
Foreign Language or 
Advanced Technology (2) and 
3 credits electives or 4 credits 
earned through a state-
approved career & technology 
program and 1 credit elective. 

21 Take the Maryland 
High School 
Assessment in 
English, 
algebra/data 
analysis, biology 
and government. 
 
Complete a 
service-learning 
program, either:  
75 hours of 
service that 
includes prepara-
tion, action, and 
reflection or 
participation in a 
locally-designed 
program of 
student service 
approved by the 
State Superinten-
dent of Schools. 

Pass the Maryland High School Assessments in English, algebra/data 
analysis, biology, and government. 
 
Students must achieve one of the following:   
1. A passing score on each test. 
2. A minimum score for each test and a combined overall score. 
3. A specific score on a MD State Department of Education-approved 

comparable assessment(s). 
4. A passing score on the four High School Assessments by a 

combination of #1 and #3 above. 
 
 

2009 

Oregon English/language Arts (3) 
Mathematics (2) 
Science (2) 
Social Science (3) 
Applied or fine arts or second 
language (1) 
Physical Education (1) 
Health Education (1) 
Electives (9) locally 
determined) 
 
 

22 Students must: 
1. Develop an 

education plan. 
2. Demonstrate 

applied learning 
through a 
collection of 
evidence. 

3. Demonstrate 
career-related 
learning 
knowledge and 
skills. 

4. Participate in 
career-related 
learning 
experiences. 

Raise minimum credits to 24. 

 Increase English:  1 credit 

 Increase Math:  1 credit 

  Specify Algebra I level or above 
 
Increase Science: 1 credit (for a total of 3) and specify science to be 
inquiry-based and based on state standards.  Specify 2 credits must be 
lab sciences. 
 
Increase Arts/Second Languages/Professional Technical Education:  2 
credits 
 
Reduce Electives:  3 credits (making a new total of 6) 
 
Change to a proficiency-based diploma. 
 
Demonstrate essential skills embedded in the content areas:  Read and 
interpret a variety of texts, write for a variety of purposes, speak and 
present publicly, apply mathematics in a variety of settings, use 
technology, think critically and analytically, demonstrate civic and 
community engagement, demonstrate global literacy 

2010 
 
 

2014 
 

2012 
 
 
 

2012 
 
 

2012 
 

2012 
 

2014 
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State 
2007 Curriculum 
Requirements for 

Graduation 

Required 
Minimum 
Credits 

Additional 
Requirements 

Planned Changes to Graduation Requirements 
Effective 

Date 

Washington English (3) 
Mathematics (2) 
Science (2) 
Social Studies (2.5) 
Health & Fitness (2) 
Arts (1) 
Occupational Ed (1) 
Electives (5.5) 
 

19  Achieve a Certificate of Academic Achievement (CAA) by passing the 
Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) in reading, writing 
and mathematics. 

 Science added to CAA. 
 
Students who have taken the WASL two times without passing may 
consider the following options: 

1. (math WASL requirements only) Meeting or exceeding minimum 
math scores on the PSAT, SAT or ACT. 

2. Submitting a collection of evidence—classroom work samples. 
3. Meeting or exceeding the English or math grade point average (GPA) 

earned by students within the district who passed the English or math 
WASL. 

 
Or, earn a Certificate of Individual Achievement (students on Individual 
Education Plans only) 
 
Students must also: 

1. Complete a culminating project. 
2. Complete a High School and Beyond Plan. 

 
 

2008 
 
 

2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2008 
 
 

2008 
 
 
 

 



Comparison of Washington, Maryland and Oregon:  Eighth 
Grade National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP) Scores 
 
 

2005 Eighth Grade NAEP Scale Scores;  Math, Reading, Science, Writing 

Subjects National 
Average 

Washington Maryland Oregon 

Math 278 285 278 282 

Reading 260 265 261 263 

Science 147 154 145 153 

Writing (2002) 152 155 152 155 

 
 

2005 Eighth Grade NAEP Scores:  MATH Achievement Levels 

Achievement Levels  Washington Maryland Oregon 

% at or above Basic Achievement 75 66 72 

% at or above Proficient 
Achievement 

36 30 34 

% at or above Advanced 
Achievement 

9 7 7 

 
 

2005 Eighth Grade NAEP Scores:  READING Achievement Levels 

Achievement Levels  Washington Maryland Oregon 

% at or above Basic Achievement 75 69 74 

% at or above Proficient 
Achievement 

34 30 33 

% at or above Advanced 
Achievement 

3 4 3 

 
 

2005 Eighth Grade NAEP Scores:  SCIENCE Achievement Levels 

Achievement Levels  Washington Maryland Oregon 

% at or above Basic Achievement 66 54 66 

% at or above Proficient 
Achievement 

33 26 32 

% at or above Advanced 
Achievement 

4 4 3 

 
 

2002 Eighth Grade NAEP Scores:  WRITING Achievement Levels 

Achievement Levels  Washington Maryland Oregon 

% at or above Basic Achievement 86 87 85 

% at or above Proficient 
Achievement 

34 35 33 

% at or above Advanced 
Achievement 

3 3 3 

 



STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X_____ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE: March 12, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: WASHINGTON STATE INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC POLICY REPORTS  

ON WASL ISSUES 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding 
 Executive Director 
 
PRESENTERS: Robert Barnoski, Senior Research Associate with  

the Washington Institute for Public Policy 
 
BACKGROUND: 

The Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) carries out practical, non-partisan 
research at legislative direction on issues of importance to Washington State. The Institute has 
a Board of Directors that represents the legislature, governor and public universities. 
 
To “increase understanding of the students who did not meet the standard in one or 
more areas of assessment,” the 2006 Washington State Legislature directed the 
Institute to conduct a “review and statistical analysis of Washington assessment of 
student learning data.” The study direction also calls for a review of "options to augment 
the current system of assessments to provide additional opportunities for students to 
demonstrate that they have met the state learning standards."  
 
Topics the staff has researched include: individual student characteristics and how they are 
associated with performance, alternative assessment options, textbook alignment with 
Washington State learning standards, association among subject areas, strand performance, 
open ended and multiple choice questions on the WASL, and effectiveness of the Promoting 
Academic Success (PAS) programs.  
 
Institute staff will provide the Board with the highlights of their findings. A copy of two of 
the most recent reports “Washington Assessment of Student Learning: Tenth-Grade 
WASL in Spring 2006: How Individual Student Characteristics Are Associated With 
Performance” and “Alternative Assessment Options for High School Graduation: Interim 
Report” are provided behind this tab. For detailed information on other reports, please 
go to the WSIPP Web site http://www.wsipp.wa.gov under the education policy area. 

http://www.wsipp.wa.gov/


























































STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 

HEARING TYPE: _X___ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE:  MARCH 12-13, 2007 
 
SUBJECT:  SCIENCE LITERACY 
 
SERVICE UNIT: State Board of Education  
   Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 
PRESENTERS: Theresa Britschgi, Director, BioQuest 

Dr. Lynda Paznokas, Associate Dean, Washington State University 
Ethan Smith, Teacher, Tahoma High School 
Roy Beven, Science WASL Manager, OSPI 
Eric Wuersten, Program Supervisor, Science, OSPI 

 
BACKGROUND 

In 2005, the Legislature created Washington Learns to conduct a comprehensive review 
of the state’s entire education system.  One recommendation emerging from that work 
focused on the need for Washington students to be better prepared in mathematics and 
science by meeting standards “at least as high as those in other states and nations.”  
Washington Learns directed the State Board of Education (SBE) to adopt international 
performance standards for mathematics and science benchmarked to the Trends in 
International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) or the Programme for 
International Student Assessment (PISA) by December 2007.  It also called for the SBE 
to adopt high school graduation requirements aligned with those standards. 
 
But why does science matter?  Presentations from five panelists will provide a variety of 
perspectives on that topic, including what it means to be literate in science.  Two articles 
on science literacy have been included in your packet to help you begin thinking about 
these issues. 
 
Theresa Britschgi is Director of BioQuest, a science education outreach component of 
the Seattle Biomedical Institute.  She will talk about why science literacy is important in 
daily life and in the workplace.  Ms. Britschgi was a member of the Washington State 
Science System Plan team that developed Science Matters, the state’s science learning 
system.   
 
Lynda Paznokas is Associate Dean of the College of Education at Washington State 
University.  She will talk about why science literacy is important for success in college, 
and will allude to the science college readiness definitions that have recently been 
developed under the leadership of the Higher Education Coordinating Board.  Dr.  
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Paznokas was a member of the Washington State Science System Plan team that 
developed Science Matters.  
 
Ethan Smith is a teacher at Tahoma High School where he teaches Anatomy and 
Physiology to 12th graders, Inquiry Science to 10th graders, and Astronomy to 11th and 
12th graders.  He will bring the discussion home to the classroom, talking about his 
efforts to help his students become science literate.  Mr. Smith was a member of the 
Science Curriculum Framework Team that built the current Science Grade Level 
Expectations (GLEs). 
 
Roy Beven is the Science Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) 
Manager with the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI).  Using the 
context of a sample WASL science question, he will talk about what elements of science 
literacy are reflected in the state’s approach to science assessment.   
 
Eric Wuersten is Program Supervisor for Science with OSPI.  He will talk about current 
high school graduation requirements, and the implications of those requirements for 
science literacy.   
 



M E M O R A N D U M 

 

DATE:   March 13, 2007 

TO:  State Board of Education Members 

FROM: Eric Wuersten, Program Supervisor, Science 
 Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 

RE:  Science Overview 
 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide an overview of the development of Washington’s 
science standards. 

I.  Development of K–12 Science Standards 

The following timetable provides a quick snapshot of the development of Washington’s K–12 
science standards. 
 
1993 Washington State Legislature defined the basic education goals to include science. 
1997 Washington State Legislature adopted science Essential Academic Learning 

Requirements (EALRs). 
2001 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) required states to conduct a valid and reliable science 

assessment, based on rigorous science standards, by 2008 in grade bands 3-5, 6-8, and 
9-12. 

2001 Washington State Legislature required students graduating in 2010 to pass the science 
Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL). 

2002 EALRs reviewed by national experts from Mid-Continent Research for Education and 
Learning (McREL). 

2005 Grade Level Expectations (GLEs) added to the EALRs to meet specificity requirements 
of NCLB and the science WASL. 

 
II. Science Essential Academic Learning Requirements 
 
The science standards were refined based on the recommendations of McREL and are now 
defined by three EALRs:  Systems, Inquiry and Application.   
 

EALR 1 - Systems: Students gain an understanding of the natural world 
as interconnected and nested systems made of interacting parts. 
Scientific concepts and principles explain how the inputs, outputs, 
transfers, and transformations of matter, energy and information occur in 
the systems of the natural world. 

EALR 2 - Inquiry:  Students gain deep understanding of scientific 
concepts and principles as they learn to investigate systems. 

 
EALR 3 - Application: Students gain an ability to apply their understanding of systems and 
inquiry to design solutions to human problems in societal and environmental contexts. 
 
A panel of 53 K-20 science educators and business leaders worked for three years to develop 
the Grade Level Expectations (GLEs), adding specificity to the EALRs.  The GLEs were then 
reviewed for cultural bias by a panel of 12 people representing diversity across Washington 
State.  In addition, a panel of national science education experts reviewed the GLEs.   
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III. Development of a Science Strategic Plan:  Science Matters  
 
In 2003 the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) convened a panel of state 
science leaders from business and K–20 to develop a plan for a science learning system. The 
goal was to provide all students an opportunity to achieve science literacy, defined for this 
purpose as meeting standard on the WASL. Over two years, the panel conducted five statewide 
surveys and 12 focus groups with elementary and secondary science teachers, K–12 
administrators, pre-service teachers and higher education administrators.  
 
Based on feedback received from the surveys and focus groups, the panel designed a strategic 
statewide plan for a science learning system, Science Matters (see Figure 1). This strategic plan 
assures all students the opportunity to achieve science literacy in 2010 by providing:  

 Professional development of the highest quality and teacher preparation adequate in 
science 

 Instructional material support—high quality, research-based, aligned with standards, 
with instructional modules (Powerful Classroom Assessments or PCAs) and other 
materials that fill critical curriculum gaps.  

 Strategic planning and capacity building to create an infrastructure that builds 
administrative, school, district, ESD, university, and community support for science 

 Evaluation for continuous improvement, including assessment preparation that 
supports the WASL and assures that the system is operating to achieve its primary goal: 
science literacy for all.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1: Key Components of Science Matters 
 
 
IV. What We Know About Science Preparation and Performance 
 
In 2002 the Office of Curriculum and Instruction at OSPI surveyed administrators in 88 
Washington school districts, representing 284,978 students. One finding was that ninth and 
tenth grade students do not take science each year.   

 36% take 2–3 semesters of science 
 60% take 4 semesters of science 

 

Alignment 

for Student 

Achievement 

Evaluation for Continuous Improvement: WASL and other indicators 

Strategic Planning 

and 

Building Capacity 

Professional  

Development 

 

Instructional 

Material Support 
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Among the districts surveyed, students in ninth grade (60%) were most likely to take physical 
science, while those in tenth grade (88%) tended to take biology. 
 
These course-taking patterns may be a factor in student WASL performance. In 2006, 64% of 
tenth graders did not meet standard on the science WASL. The graph below illustrates changes 
in student performance on the science WASL over three years. 
 

Changes in Student Performance on the Science WASL
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Although student performance increased between fifth and eighth grade in the 2005–06 school 
year, it decreased between eighth and tenth grade. Assuming that many of the students who 
took the 2004 WASL in eighth grade are the same students who took the 2006 WASL, why did 
their performance decrease? We do not yet know the answers to these questions. 
 
The focus of teachers’ knowledge and preparation in connection to the EALRs may also help 
explain student performance. First, teachers’ content knowledge is usually narrowly focused on 
one academic discipline (e.g., biology, chemistry, earth science, etc.). The EALRs expect 
students to understand systems that connect science across the disciplines.  For example, a 
biology teacher teaching evolution may not know the theory of plate tectonics (generally learned 
in geology) that is needed to explain the occurrence of similar fossils in different continents.  
Second, few teachers are trained on scientific inquiry—how to conduct scientific 
investigations—and yet that knowledge is an important component of the science EALRs, and is 
measured on the WASL. Third, the systems approach that we advocate in our standards 
emphasizes application—how we use science to solve real-world problems. Traditional 
academic disciplines often place greater emphasis on concepts and principles than on 
application. 
 
For these reasons, professional development and instructional material support are components 
critical to the success of the strategic plan, Science Matters.  Research has shown that the most 
significant determinant of student achievement is an effective teacher.   
 
 

Source: OSPI Web site 
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V.  Development of College Readiness in Science 
 
The Higher Education Coordinating Board (HECB), in collaboration with representatives of the 
OSPI and the Council of Presidents, has been engaged in initiatives to define the skills and 
knowledge students need to be prepared for entry-level college coursework in mathematics, 
science and English.  These definitions are intended to align with K–12 learning goals 
expressed in the EALRs and GLEs.  However, GLEs beyond tenth grade have been established 
only for mathematics.   
 
The HECB has been part of the management team providing oversight of the Transition 
Mathematics Project, led by the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges. Since 
2006, the HECB has been working with teams of K–12 and college teachers to develop college 
readiness attributes and definitions in science and English. This first phase of the project has 
culminated in the publication of preliminary college readiness attributes and definitions—
preliminary only because they have not yet been piloted in classroom settings.   
 
The science college readiness “how to learn” attributes build on and expand slightly those 
established by the Transition Math Project. The eight attributes specify that students will 
demonstrate intellectual engagement, take responsibility for his or her own learning, persevere 
through the learning process, pay attention to detail, demonstrate ethical behavior, 
communicate effectively across a variety of audiences and purposes, effectively read and 
organize information presented in questions/problems in order to formulate solutions, and build 
creative solutions to intellectual and practical real-world problems. 
 
College readiness–“what-to-learn” definitions–focus on “big ideas” in science—core science 
concepts in physical, life and earth/space sciences.  They also identify foundational skills in 
scientific inquiry and the nature of science, science and society, quantitative analysis, 
technology, and communication. 
 
If funding is secured from state and private sources, Phase 2 activities in the 2007–2009 
biennium would include three primary tasks:  1) piloting the definitions in 11th and 12th grade 
classrooms, 2) developing a research design to compare high school and college performance 
of students exposed to college readiness learning experiences to the performance of students 
who hadn’t participated in the pilots, and 3) planning professional development training to be 
implemented in the third phase of the project. 
 
VI. Summary and Emerging Questions 
 
Washington has in place K-12 standards (EALRs), GLEs through the tenth grade, and a strategic 
plan (Science Matters). The higher education community has established a preliminary set of 
college readiness definitions and attributes in science.  As the Board considers the place of 
science in a meaningful high school diploma, questions such as the following are likely to arise.  

• How much science is sufficient to achieve science literacy? 
• What qualifies as a high school science course? 
• What qualifies as high school lab science course? 
• Does our system have the capacity to offer science classes to all ninth and tenth 

graders?  
• How can high school graduation requirements assure opportunity for all students to 

achieve science literacy? 





























STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X______ INFORMATION/NO ACTION 
 
DATE: March 13, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: Joint Mathematics Action Plan and Independent Mathematics  

Standards Review for K-12 Education 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTERS: Edie Harding and Mary Jean Ryan 
 State Board of Education 
 
BACKGROUND: 

Washington has a standards-based system of accountability, instructional leadership 
and support that has evolved over more than a decade. The continuity and consistency 
of this system over time represents major investments in funding, teaching, and learning 
in the K-12 system. Due to concerns that only fifty eight percent (58%) of the students 
who took the 10th grade mathematics Washington Assessment of Student Learning 
(WASL) in 2006 met the standards needed for high school graduation, the State Board 
of Education (SBE), Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) and 
Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB) created a Joint Mathematics Action 
Plan to address ways to examine and improve the educational system for our 
mathematics students. An update on the progress for implementing this plan will be 
reviewed at the Board meeting. 
 
 In addition, the Governor of Washington commissioned a Committee, “Washington 
Learns,” which recently completed an eighteen month review of the entire education 
system. Both the Joint Mathematics Action Plan and the Governor call for an 
independent review of Washington’s K-12 mathematics standards (the Essential 
Academic Learning Requirements and Grade Level Expectations). The SBE has agreed 
to lead the independent review. At the January 26, 2007, meeting, SBE members 
adopted a charge to contract with a respected national Consultant or Consultants to 
conduct this independent review and subsequently report recommendations back to the 
SBE and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction for appropriate action. 
 
A request for proposals has been issued (the full copy may be found on our Web site 
http://www.sbe.wa.gov/pressrelease/mathpanel.htm). Proposals are due on Friday, 
March 2. The Executive Committee and Steve Floyd, Chair of the Mathematics 
Subcommittee, will review proposals and hope to make a decision by Wednesday, 
March 7. Edie Harding has sent an email to over 50 people (higher education and K-12 
mathematics faculty, business members, K-12 curriculum and administrators, and  
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parents) inviting them to submit a one page letter stating their qualifications and interest 
for serving on a panel of Washingtonians who will work with the consultant hired. Those 
applications are due in mid-March. Edie Harding will select panel members from the 
applicants. The work of the consultant and Washington panel is expected to begin in 
early April and conclude by mid-August. 













































































 

                     

 

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 

HEARING TYPE:                     X___ ACTION 
  
DATE:   MARCH 13, 2007 
 
SUBJECT:   STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 180-51 WAC 
 
SERVICE UNIT:  Edie Harding, Executive Director 
    State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTER:  Pat Eirish, Program Manager 
    State Board of Education 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The State Board of Education directed staff to prepare proposed amendments to Chapter 
180-51 WAC for public hearing and adoption consideration on March 13, 2007.  The 
adopted amendments shall become effective 31 days after the date of filing with the State 
Code Reviser pursuant to RCW 34.05.380. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
The State Board of Education, under the Joint Math Action Plan, voted to state explicitly 
that the two-credit mathematics graduation requirement means that high school students 
will earn those two credits, which are aligned with the ninth and tenth Grade Level 
Expectations (GLEs), to ensure they have a strong opportunity to learn the material 
before they take the secondary Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL).  
The ninth and tenth GLEs are the same. 
 
While reviewing the rule, staff proposed making some clarification, for consistency, in 
reference to English, mathematics and science ninth and tenth GLEs rather than to 
“benchmarks."  Social studies, health and fitness, and arts previously reflected 
“benchmarks.” The rules will clarify that this now means the current EALRS at grade 10 
and/or above until GLEs are available in those subject areas. 
 
The amendments are intended to clarify what is currently in rule and not to make 
substantive changes at this time. 

 
 
Attachments 

 



















STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
HEARING TYPE:     __X__ NO ACTION 
  
DATE:   MARCH 13, 2007 
 
SUBJECT:  STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

RULE CHANGES PURSUANT TO E2SHB 3098 
 
SERVICE UNIT: Edie Harding, Executive Director 
   State Board of Education 
 
PRESENTER:  Pat Eirish, Program Manager 
   State Board of Education 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 

The State Board of Education directed staff to prepare proposed amendments and 
repealers to chapters and sections of the WACs listed below for public hearing and 
adoption consideration on March 13, 2007. The repealers and amendments shall 
become effective 31 days after the date of filing with the State Code Reviser 
pursuant to RCW 34.05.380. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

Due to 2006 legislation, E2SHB 3098, the following Washington Administrative Code 
(WAC) changes are required.  At this time, only technical amendments are included 
as needed.   
 
Repeal: 

Chapter 180-37 WAC (entire chapter) Pupils – Non-Public Agencies 
(Authority given to Office of  
Superintendent of Public Instruction) 
 
Chapter 180-44-050 WAC    Teachers’ Responsibilities 
(Authority given to school districts) 
 
Chapters and/or Sections Retained that Require Technical Amendments: 
 
WAC 180-22-100  Educational Service Districts 
 
This technical amendment in section 100 is required to eliminate the ESD elections 
reference.  OSPI had transferred Chapter 180-22 WAC in its entirety.  Sections 100, 
140, and 150 are now transferred back into Chapter 180-22 WAC.  
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WAC 180-51-095  Temporary Exemption from Course and 

Credit Requirements 
 
This is a new section added to Chapter 180-51 WAC to keep the exemption to 
the definition of an annualized high school credit for private schools. 
 
WAC 180-105-020    Reading and Mathematics 
 
WAC 180-105-060  High School Graduation  
 
Chapter 180-105 WAC was previously transferred to the SBE from the Academic 
Achievement and Accountability Commission.  These technical amendments are 
required to reflect current WAC references. 
 
 
Attachments 
 



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
 
 
HEARING TYPE: __X__ ACTION 
 
DATE: March 13, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: 180-Day Waiver Work Group Recommendations 
 
SERVICE UNIT: State Board of Education 
 Edie Harding, Executive Director 
 
PRESENTERS: Jack Schuster, State Board of Education Member 
 Jim Koval, Superintendent of North Thurston Public Schools 
 
BACKGROUND: 

The State Board of Education commissioned representatives from educator groups to 
review the 180-day waiver practice and to bring recommendations about the 180-day 
waiver options currently available to districts.  After two meetings and considerable 
discussions—through the meetings and e-mails—the Work Group has arrived at two 
recommendations.  These recommendations are detailed in the Work Group’s memo to 
the Board.  They are: 

1. To keep the 180-day waiver option with adjustments and refinements.  The 
refinements will provide more clarity and heightened accountability for district use 
of the waiver.  If the Board accepts this recommendation, the Work Group will 
continue to work together to finalize the adjustments and refinements. 

2. To include a work session at the May 2007 Board meeting in which practitioners 
will provide detailed information about the 180-day waiver, how it has been used 
in the past, and stories from educators of small, medium, and large districts.  This 
will be an opportunity for Board members to ask practitioners questions of 
interest and concern. 

Included also under this Tab is a letter from Jack Schuster, Chair of the 180-Day Waiver 
Work Group, and Kris Mayer, Chair of the System Performance/Accountability 
Committee, acknowledging the direct relationship between the work of the two groups.  
They also ask for consideration to focus the 180-day waivers on the school 
improvement process. 

Also, included is information on the current status of districts with 180-day waivers and 
background on 180-day waivers, including the relevant RCWs and WACs. 



 

 

 

 

 

 
TO: State Board Of Education Members 
 
FROM: Jack Schuster, Chair of 180-Day Waiver Committee 
 Kris Mayer, Chair of System Performance/Accountability Committee 
 
DATE: February 26, 2007 
 
RE: Recommendations for 180-Day Waiver Committee 
 
Jack Schuster brought the 180-Day Waiver Committee’s recommendations to the Executive 
Committee on February 23, 2007, for a preliminary discussion.  The discussion resulted in a 
number of issues that we would like the Board to consider in light of the Committee’s 
recommendations. 
 
We strongly encourage the Board to consider its role in advocating that ample time be 
funded by the state for districts and schools to advance school improvement and the 
performance of all students.  We also encourage and support accountability measures for 
this investment. 
 
The work of the 180-Day Waiver and the System Performance/Accountability Committees 
are closely related and the recommendations of the 180-Day Waiver Committee should be 
reviewed with that systemic relationship in mind.  The System Performance/Accountability 
Committee is considering ways to effectively utilize the process of school improvement – the 
planning, implementation and monitoring as a way to increase the scale of improvement 
across the state.   

According to WAC 180-180-040, districts may apply for a waiver from the 180-
day requirement to implement a local restructuring plan to provide an effective 
educational system.  In addition, in 2004 the SBE required that each school in 
a district have a school improvement plan that is data driven, promotes a 
positive impact on student learning, and includes a continuous improvement 
process.  The school improvement plan shall address, but not be limited to, 
characteristics of successful schools, safe and supportive  learning 
environments, equity factors, technology, and parent and family involvement  
(WAC 180-16-220(2)). 

Therefore, with the 180-Day Waiver Committee’s recommendation to maintain the waivers 
with modifications, including an increase in accountability, we suggest that the Board 
discuss the possibility of requiring applicants to clearly delineate how the use of their waiver 
days relates to their continuous school improvement planning process and increased 
student achievement.  Furthermore, we concur with the Committee that an increase in 
accountability is important, and, therefore, a feedback loop is essential.  This feedback loop 
should provide evidence of the direct impact of waiver day activities on their school 
improvement planning process, the implementation of strategies in their school improvement 
plans, and/or student achievement outcomes 
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 Dr. Bernal Baca  Amy Bragdon  Dr. Steve Dal Porto  Steve Floyd  Dr. Sheila Fox  Phyllis Bunker Frank  Zachary Kinman 

 Linda W. Lamb  Eric Liu  Dr. Kristina Mayer  John C. "Jack" Schuster  Jeff Vincent  Tiffany Thompson  
Edie Harding, Executive Director  

 (360) 725-6025  TTY (360) 664-3631  FAX (360) 586-2357  Email: sbe@k12.wa.us  www:sbe.wa.gov 

 

WASHINGTON STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 



MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: February 26, 2007 

To:  State Board of Education Members 

From:  180-Day Waiver Work Group 

RE:  180-Day Waiver Work Group Recommendations 

 
The State Board of Education (SBE) commissioned representatives from educator groups to 
explore the 180-day waiver practice currently allowed in Washington schools.   
 

RCW 28A.305.140 Waiver from provisions of RCW 28A.150.20 through 
28A.150.220 authorized.  
 
The SBE may grant waivers to school districts from the provisions of RCW 
28A.150.220 through 28A.150.220 on the basis that such waiver or waivers are 
necessary to implement successfully a local plan to provide for all students in the 
district an effective education system that is designed to enhance the educational 
program for each student.  The local plan may include alternative ways to provide 
effective educational programs for students who experience difficulty with the 
regular education program.  The SBE shall adopt criteria to evaluate the need for 
the waiver or waivers.   
 
WAC 180-18-040  Waivers from minimum one hundred eighty-day 
requirement 
 
A district desiring to implement a local restructuring plan to provide an effective 
educational system to enhance the educational program for all students in the 
district or for individual schools in the district may apply to the State Board of 
Education for a waiver from the provisions of the minimum 180-day school year 
pursuant to RCW 28A.150.220(5) and WAC 180-16-215 by offering the 
equivalent in annual minimum program hour offerings as prescribed in RCW 
28A.150.220 in such grades as are conducted by such school district.  The SBE 
may grant said initial waiver requests for up to three school years. 

 
The charge to the committee was to bring recommendations to the State Board of Education 
about the 180-day waiver options currently available to districts.  This memo presents the 
recommendations and background information. 
 
Recommendations 

The committee discussed three pathways for a possible recommendation to the State Board of 
Education. 

1. Keep the 180-day waiver provision as it currently exists in statute and practice 

2. Remove the 180-day waiver option for districts 

3. Keep the 180-day waiver option with adjustments and refinements. 
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Committee members unanimously recommend that the State Board of Education keep the 180-
day waiver option with refinements to provide more clarity and heightened accountability for 
district use.  Adjustments and refinements include: 

 

1. The State Board of Education defines clear purpose for granting a 180-day waiver to 
districts 

2. Communicate effectively and clearly to districts the purpose of the 180-day waiver 

3. Create an application form for districts that speaks to the WAC requirements and the 
State Board of Education expectations 

4. Embed within the application form is an accountability feedback loop to which districts 
must comply at the end of their first waiver and before any other 180-day waivers are 
granted 

 
In addition to the recommendations outlined above, the committee unanimously recommends 
that a work session be conducted with the State Board of Education in May to provide detailed 
information from practitioners about the 180-day waiver, how it has been used in the past, and 
stories from educators of small, medium, and large districts. 
 
Background 

Since 1993 Washington State has embarked on a standards-based education reform effort 
designed to change how we measure success in public schools.  There have been many 
previous attempts at educational reform but the difference this time is that it is being 
implemented in every school and that schools are being held accountable for success by the 
State Board of Education and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction.  With the new 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), known as “No Child Left Behind,” (NCLB) 
federal accountability is layered on top of the state requirements to make this educational 
improvement effort unparalleled in public education.  
 
One of the most difficult issues that school systems wrestle with related to improvement is how 
to provide time for teachers and schools to plan for and to implement change effectively.  
Teachers need time to organize instruction, implement formative learning processes, and utilize 
data around the elements inherent in system improvement and improved student learning.  One 
answer is the 180-day waiver option currently available to districts. 
 
Districts also grapple with ways to provide quality professional development to staff.  The days 
of “sit and get” professional development are over.  Research is emerging which points to job-
embedded, collaborative professional development approaches to authentically improve student 
learning.  Districts now “cannibalize” established programs to support professional development 
among staff.  Stress on district systems to address these needs is pushing districts to a breaking 
point.  Taking away the 180-day waiver option would add additional “stressors” on district 
attempts to provide quality professional development for staff. 
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State Board staff and committee members have been fielding calls from educators across the 
state—every contact being in support of the 180-day waiver option.  In fact, superintendents 
across the state are calculating possible negative impacts to their districts measured in budget 
increases, decreasing programs, decreasing professional development, and ultimately the 
impact on instructional practice and student learning. 
 
After talking with some educators across the state about the 180-day waiver options, the 
committee was able to identify some benefits.  Although incomplete, this list does represent the 
type of activities associated with the 180-day waivers that may be reduced or eliminated with the 
loss of the 180-day waiver option. 

 Educator collaboration for subject specific courses (groups of mathematics teachers at 
the high school level) 

 Educator collaboration for same grade level (fourth grade teachers in an elementary 
school) 

 Educator collaboration for cross grade levels (third grade teachers working with second 
grade teachers and fourth grade teachers) 

 Educator collaboration for cross school transitions (middle school mathematics teachers 
work with high school mathematics teachers) 

 Curricula collaboration for all subject areas, all grade levels, and between transition 
grades (elementary schools, middle schools, high schools) 

 Time for standards, Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs), and Grade 
Level Expectations (GLE) alignment with curricula  

 Time for alignment of classroom-based, formative, and state-level assessments with 
curricula 

 Time to focus on ESEA/NCLB, Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) cell focus areas  

 Time for implementing standards-based reporting systems and standards-based report 
cards 

 Time for implementing authentic electronic portfolio systems 

 Time for implementing the High School and Beyond Plan 

 Time to work on implementing the Culminating Project 

 Time to receive training on new adoptions of materials  

 Time to review and act on data that is connected to the School Improvement Planning 
Processes and implementation 

 Time for mentoring, instructional coaching, cognitive coaching, and teacher induction 
programs 

 Time for training programs related to the new professional certification requirements 

 Time to research and implement effective instructional strategies 

 Time to develop accommodations for students on both ends of the academic spectrum 

 Time for general professional development for teachers, para-professionals, food service 
employees, custodians, transportation employees, and administrators 

 Implementation of new programs 

 The effective use of technology and instructional integration   
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 Developing and effectively implementing professional learning communities 

 Consistent and formative approach to professional development and instructional 
planning time 

 
Committee members expressed concern for how the state does/does not provide districts 
options for these activities with or without 180-day waiver. 
 
A Revised Application Process:  Feedback Loop 

In order to evaluate a program’s success, it is necessary to have districts describe in detail the 
goal of the waiver request, how the district will improve over time and how that will be 
measured.  All districts have different needs, different support mechanisms, different funding 
priorities, different community needs, etc.  With a revised application process, the districts 
themselves will identify the data points that will be used to measure success.  The district will be 
expected to collect baseline data and compare and analyze with similar data points over time to 
demonstrate systematic improvement.  This feedback loop should be designed to measure how 
effective the waiver days have been on addressing the needs of improving schools and the 
district. 
 
At the end of the first full year of implementation of the waiver days, the district will gather 
information about the impact of the implementation and submit a preliminary feedback report to 
the State Board of Education.  At the end of the waiver day implementation (2 or 3 years) and 
before additional waiver days are granted, the district shall submit its final report to the State 
Board of Education.  The State Board of Education may ask that a representative of the district 
be present at the Board’s scheduled meetings to describe the level of success resulting from the 
granted waiver days.  The final reports shall be made public on the districts’ Web sites to 
provide additional information to each district’s community. 



State Board of Education 
Briefing Paper 
Waivers from the 180-Day School Year 
 
Purpose of Study/Background: 
 
Members of the newly reconstituted State Board of Education made the decision 
to grant districts requesting waivers one year waivers for the 2006-07 school 
year.  Board staff will work with an advisory group to determine the effectiveness 
of the current waiver process.  The committee will look at criteria used to review 
waiver requests, and make recommendations to the Board in May 2007 on 
changes needed to the process.   
 
Issue and Definition:  
 
The overwhelming message from schools is that they need time to align and 
implement curriculum to meet the Essential Academic Learning Requirements 
(EALRs). Quality planning time for administrators and teachers is an essential 
element of the restructuring/reform process. 
 
The State Board of Education is authorized to “grant waivers from the provisions 
of RCW 28A.150.200 through RCW 28A.150.220 on the basis that such waiver 
or waivers are necessary to implement successfully a local plan to provide for all 
students in the district an effective education system that is designed to enhance 
the educational program for each student.” 
 
RCW/WAC Cites:  
 
RCWs 28A.150.220(3), 28A.305.140, and 28A.655.180 
WACs 180-18-040, 180-18-050, 180-18-060 
 
State Board Role:  
 
SBE staff review all applications to assess compliance with statutory and 
regulatory application requirements. Only those waiver requests meeting the 
application requirements are brought forward to the Board for approval 
consideration. Waivers may be granted up to three school years. 
 
OSPI Role: None 
 
Effect on School Districts: Time to plan, consult, support, and collaborate has 
been a vital element in the use of the waivers from the 180-day school year. 
Building, district-wide, and regional training provides teachers strategies to help 
students achieve standards that will ensure success, not only on state-level 
assessments, but lifelong. 
 



 
Attached is a list of indicators of successes and benefits that school districts have 
reported while utilizing waivers from the 180-day school year. All of these 
indicators point toward improving student learning. Many school superintendents, 
local school board members, administrators, and teachers have indicated that 
the waiver from the 180-day calendar has been one of the most beneficial tools 
they have received from the State. 
 
Since 1995, individual schools, as well as entire school districts, have utilized the 
use of waivers from the 180-day school year requirement to assist in providing 
time for staff to collaboratively consult and plan with colleagues for professional 
improvement contributing to improved student learning. The State Board of 
Education has recommended that school districts thoughtfully consider how a 
waiver of the 180-day requirement will contribute to student achievement.  
 
All school districts receiving waivers must continue to meet or exceed the 
minimum number of instructional hours (1000 – grades 1-12) required for 
compliance with the Basic Education Act under RCW 28A.150.220. In 
law, the 180-day waiver cannot be granted if the 1,000 hour requirement is not 
maintained. 
 
From November 1995 to March 2006, 109 school districts (37% of all 296 
districts) have applied and received waivers. The average number of days on a 
waiver is 5.5 days.  The average number of years a district has been on a waiver 
is 2.6 years. 
 
Currently, 25 percent of the school districts in Washington operate on a waiver 
from the 180-day school year.  
 
 
 
Attachments 
 



 
Recommendation from Staff: 
SBE staff recommends the SBE continue to process requests for waiver from the 
180- 
day school year requirement. 
Pat Eirish 
April 2006 

180-Day Waiver Benefits 

Reported by School Districts 
� Time to work on school improvement plans 

� Time to do research and analyze test data and best practices that will improve student 

success 

� Time as a whole staff to reflect on what’s working well and what needs more focus 

� Increased enthusiasm for change – demonstrated through staff discussion 

� Time for staff training on assessment strategies for Reading, Writing, and Math 

� Uninterrupted blocks of time for staff to focus on academics 

� Time to implement identified goals and to align curriculum with EALRS 

� Time to focus on assessment strategies 

� Time to develop curriculum, learn new or revised instructional strategies, and create, 

administer, and analyze assessment data that guides decision making to improve student 

learning 

� Collaborative work on curriculum has increased scores 

� A better prepared staff positively impacts student achievement 

� Allowed teachers time to do the essential things to improve learning 

� Staff value these days and consider them crucial to goals of providing a quality 

educational environment for ALL students 

� Quality time spent in staff development is superior to half-day late-arrival/early 

dismissal 

model previously used 

� Staff development activities have provided quality time for teachers and classified staff 

to 

follow through on district goals 

� District unable to provide professional training unless a block of time is available Staff 

development is crucial 

� A united focus 

� Conference opportunities enhance the parent-teacher partnership, which has a direct 

impact on student performance, motivation, and achievement 

� Visioning and accreditation teams were brought together that included members of 

community, parents, business leaders, and staff members 

� Gains in both WASL and ITBS assessments 

� Non-student days have allowed time for staff development for curriculum alignment 

and 

teaming, training on instructional assessment strategies, and conducting research and 

analysis of test data and best instructional practices 

� Collegial teaming and collaboration activities have prepared staff for better 

instructional 



delivery 

� Waiver time has benefited the district as we implement and attend to the No Child Left 

Behind requirements 

� Waiver time has enabled district to establish new strategic and building action plans 

for 

making changes that will significantly increase student learning and individual 

achievement 

� Rural area and bus transportation is lengthy and time consuming for many. 

� A full day out of school rather than half days is a cost savings to a district as well 

� Education association fully supports waiver and believes time devoted is of 

inestimable 

benefit to students now and lifelong 

� Less disruption for parents 

� Improved student attendance 

� Allowed continuity for students 

� Less fragmented learning 

� Significant decline in discipline areas of fighting, disrespect, and reduced suspensions 

� Improved positive attitudes 

Schools on 180-Day Waivers During the 2005-06 School Year 

School Dist. School or Dist. Days Length of Granted Expiration New/ 

Name Waived Waiver Date Renewal 

Adna District 4 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Anacortes District 3 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

Arlington District 2 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

Bethel District 2 3 Years 8/24/05 2007-08 SY N 

Blaine District 3 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Boistfort District 2 3Years 12/12/05 2008-09 SY R 

Bremerton District 5 3 Years 8/24/05 2007-08 SY N 

Burlington/ K-8 2 3 Years 1/14/05 2007-08 SY 

Edison 9-12 3 3 Years 1/14/05 2007-08 SY R 

Chewelah District 3 3 Years 3/20/03 2005/06 SY N 

Cle-Elum/ 

Roslyn District 3 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

College Place District 3 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

Colville District 5 3 Years 1/14/05 2007-08 SY R 

Columbia 

(Burbank) District 3 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

School Dist. School or Dist. Days Length of Granted Expiration New/ 

Name Waived Waiver Date Renewal 

Darrington District 4 3 Years 10/26/05 2008-09 SY N 

Dieringer District 2 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY N 

Easton District 4 3 Years 6/1/04 2006-07 SY R 

Edmonds District 5 3 Years 5/21/03 2005-06 SY N 

Elma District 3 3 Years 12/12/05 2008-09 SY N 

Everett District 3 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

Federal Way District 2 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 



Franklin Pierce District 4 3 Years 8/24/05 2007-08 SY N 

Garfield/Palouse Districts 3 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

Highline Chinook Middle Sch 3 3 Years 6/20/03 2005-06 SY N 

Cascade Middle Sch 3 1 Year 6/1/04 2006-07 SY N 

Aviation HS 12 3 Years 1/14/05 2007-08 SY N 

Evergreen HS 9 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY N 

Highline HS 9 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY N 

Mount Rainier HS 9 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY N 

Tyee HS 9 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY N 

School Dist. School or Dist. Days Length of Granted Expiration New/ 

Name Waived Waiver Date Renewal 

Hood Canal District 5 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Inchelium District 3 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Lake Stevens District 2 3 Years 1/14/04 2005-06 SY N 

Lopez Island District 4 3 Years 12/12/05 2008-09 SY R 

Lyle District 4 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY N 

Mt. Baker District 4 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

Manson District 1 3 Years 6/20/03 2005-06 SY N 

Medical Lk District 2 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Mercer Is. District 1 1Year 10//26/05 2005-06 SY N 

Monroe District 4 3 Years 8/25/04 2006-07 SY N 

Montesano District 3 3 Years 8/25/04 2006-07 SY R 

Mossyrock District 4 3 Years 12/12/05 2008-09 SY R 

Mukilteo District 2 1 Year 5/11/05 2005-06 SY R 

Naches Valley District 2 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

School Dist. School or Dist. Days Length of Granted Expiration New/ 

Name Waived Waiver Date Renewal 

Napavine District 4 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY N 

Nespelem District 4 3 Years 5/1/04 2006-07 SY R 

Newport District 4 2 Years 3/16/05 2006-07 SY R 

North Kitsap District 5 3 Years 1/14/05 2007-08 SY R 

North Mason District 2 1 Year 3/16/05 2005-06 SY R 

Northport District 5 3 Years 5/21/04 2006-07 SY R 

Northshore District 5 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

North Thurston District 7 3 Years 5/1/04 2006-07 SY N 

Ocean Beach District 3 3 Years 12/12/05 2008-09 SY R 

Ocosta District 4 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Odessa District 5 3 Years 12/12/05 2008-09 SY N 

Onalaska District 2 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Onion Creek District 5 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Orient District 5 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Orting District 8 1 Year 12/12/05 2006-07 SY R 

School Dist. School or Dist. Days Length of Granted Expiration New/ 

Name Waived Waiver Date Renewal 

Othello District 6 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

Port Angeles District 5 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 



Raymond District 5 3 Years 6/18/04 2006-07 SY N 

Riverside District 4 3 Years 5/21/03 2005-06 SY R 

Rosalia District 2 3 Years 8/22/03 2005-06 SY R 

Seattle District 3 3 Years 6/20/03 2005-06 SY R 

Selkirk District 3 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Shoreline District 5 3 Years 8/25/04 2006-07 SY R 

Snohomish District 3 3 Years 3/17/04 2006-07 SY R 

So. Whidbey District 4 1 Year 12.12.05 2006-07 SY N 

Sultan District 5 3 Years 1/14/04 2005-06 SY R 

Sunnyside District 7 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Tacoma TacomaSOTA 18 3 Years 10/21/05 2006-07 SY R 

Tahoma District 3 1 Year 5/11/05 2005-06 SY R 

School Dist. School or Dist. Days Length of Granted Expiration New/ 

Name Waived Waiver Date Renewal 

Valley District 4 3 Years 3/16/05 2007-08SY R 

Wahkiakum District 4 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

Wahluke High School 2 3 Years 10/26/05 2007-08 SY N 

Waitsburg District 2 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY N 

Wellpinit District 5 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY N 

West Valley District 3 3 Years 5/11/05 2007-08 SY R 

(Yakima) 

Wishkah Valley District 4 3 Years 8/24/05 2007-08 SY R 

Zillah District 3 3 Years 1/16/05 2007-08 SY R 

Total school districts operating with 180-day waivers in the 200506 school year: 74 
(This number includes the following school districts that have also renewed their waivers: 

Boistfort, Lopez Island, Monroe, Montesano, Mossyrock, Ocean Beach, and Orting.) 

Total school districts with renewed waivers: 52 

Total school districts with new waivers: 22 

Percent of school districts in Washington operating schedules on a 180-day waiver in the 

2005-06 school year: 25% 
Pat Eirish, Manager 

Research and Assistance Program 

State Board of Education 

March 2006 

School Districts Granted 180-Day Waivers Since November 1995 

(Not all are currently operating with a waiver.) 

Adna 

Anacortes 

Arlington 

Bethel 

Blaine 

Boistfort 

Bremerton 

Burlington-Edison 

Central Valley 

Chewelah 

Cle Elum-Roslyn 



College Place 

Columbia #400 

Colville 

Concrete 

Conway 

Darrington 

Dieringer 

Dixie 

East Valley (Spokane) 

Easton 

Edmonds 

Elma 

Everett 

Federal Way 

Franklin Pierce 

Freeman 

Garfield 

Grand Coulee 

Grandview 

Grapeview 

Highline 

Hood Canal 

Hoquiam 

Inchelium 

Keller 

Kettle Falls 

LaCrosse 

Lake Stevens 

Liberty 

Loon Lake 

Lopez Island 

Lyle 

Mabton 

Mansfield 

Manson 

Mary Walker 

Mead 

Medical Lake 

Mercer Island 

Monroe 

Montesano 

Mossyrock 

Mount Baker 

Mukilteo 

Naches Valley 

Napavine 



Nespelem 

Newport 

North Kitsap 

North Mason 

North Thurston 

Northport 

Northshore 

Ocean Beach 

Ocosta 

Odessa 

Onalaska 

Onion Creek 

Orient 

Orting 

Othello 

Palouse 

Port Angeles 

Pullman 

Raymond 

Reardan-Edwall 

Riverside 

Rosalia 

Seattle 

Sedro-Woolley 

Selkirk 

Shoreline 

Snohomish 

South Whidbey 

Sultan 

Sunnyside 

Tacoma 

Tahoma 

Thorp 

Tukwila 

Valley 

Vashon Island 

Wahkiakum 

Wahluke 

Waitsburg 

Walla Walla 

Wellpinit 

West Valley (Yakima) 

West Valley (Spokane) 

Wishkah Valley 

Zillah 
Total: 102 

March 2006 



Pat Eirish 
Graphic Version 

RCW 28A.150.220 

Basic Education Act — Program requirements — 
Program 
accessibility — Rules. 
(1) Satisfaction of the basic education program requirements identified in RCW 28A.150.210 shall be 
considered to 
be implemented by the following program: 
(a) Each school district shall make available to students enrolled in kindergarten at least a total instructional 
offering of four hundred fifty hours. The program shall include instruction in the essential academic learning 
requirements under *RCW 28A.630.885 and such other subjects and such activities as the school district 
shall 
determine to be appropriate for the education of the school district's students enrolled in such program; 
(b) Each school district shall make available to students enrolled in grades one through twelve, at least a 
districtwide 
annual average total instructional hour offering of one thousand hours. The state board of education may 
define 
alternatives to classroom instructional time for students in grades nine through twelve enrolled in alternative 
learning 
experiences. The state board of education shall establish rules to determine annual average instructional 
hours for 
districts including fewer than twelve grades. The program shall include the essential academic learning 
requirements 
under *RCW 28A.630.885 and such other subjects and such activities as the school district shall determine 
to be 
appropriate for the education of the school district's students enrolled in such group; 
(c) If the essential academic learning requirements include a requirement of languages other than English, 
the 
requirement may be met by students receiving instruction in one or more American Indian languages. 
(2) Nothing contained in subsection (1) of this section shall be construed to require individual students to 
attend 
school for any particular number of hours per day or to take any particular courses. 
(3) Each school district's kindergarten through twelfth grade basic educational program shall be accessible 
to all 
students who are five years of age, as provided by RCW 28A.225.160, and less than twenty-one years of 
age and 
shall consist of a minimum of one hundred eighty school days per school year in such grades as are 
conducted by a 
school district, and one hundred eighty half-days of instruction, or equivalent, in kindergarten: PROVIDED, 
That 
effective May 1, 1979, a school district may schedule the last five school days of the one hundred and eighty 
day 
school year for noninstructional purposes in the case of students who are graduating from high school, 
including, but 
not limited to, the observance of graduation and early release from school upon the request of a student, 
and all such 
students may be claimed as a full time equivalent student to the extent they could otherwise have been so 
claimed for 
the purposes of RCW 28A.150.250 and 28A.150.260. 
(4) The state board of education shall adopt rules to implement and ensure compliance with the program 
requirements imposed by this section, RCW 28A.150.250 and 28A.150.260, and such related supplemental 
program 
approval requirements as the state board may establish. 
[1993 c 371 § 2; (1995 c 77 § 1 and 1993 c 371 § 1 expired September 1, 2000); 1992 c 141 § 503; 1990 c 33 § 105; 1982 c 158 
§ 1; 1979 
ex.s. c 250 § 1; 1977 ex.s. c 359 § 3. Formerly RCW 28A.58.754.] 

Notes: 
*Reviser's note: RCW 28A.630.885 was recodified as RCW 28A.655.060 pursuant to 1999 c 388 § 607. 

RCW 



28A.655.060 was subsequently repealed by 2004 c 19 § 206. 
Contingent expiration date -- 1995 c 77 § 1: "Section 1 of this act shall expire September 1, 2000. 

However, 
section 1 of this act shall not expire if, by September 1, 2000, a law is not enacted stating that a school 
accountability 
and academic assessment system is not in place." [1995 c 77 § 32.] That law was not enacted by 
September 1, 
2000. 
Contingent effective date -- 1993 c 371 § 2: "Section 2 of this act shall take effect September 1, 2000. 

However, 
section 2 of this act shall not take effect if, by September 1, 2000, a law is enacted stating that a school 
accountability 
and academic assessment system is not in place." [1993 c 371 § 5.] That law was not enacted by 
September 1, 
2000. 
Contingent effective date -- 1992 c 141 §§ 502-504, 506, and 507: See note following RCW 28A.150.205. 
Findings -- Part headings -- Severability -- 1992 c 141: See notes following RCW 28A.410.040. 
Severability -- 1982 c 158: "If any provision of this amendatory act or its application to any person or 

circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the act or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances is not affected." [1982 c 158 § 8.] 
Effective date -- 1979 ex.s. c 250: "This amendatory act is necessary for the immediate preservation of the 

public 
peace, health, and safety, the support of the state government and its existing public institutions, and except 
as 
otherwise provided in subsection (5) of section 1, and section 2 of this amendatory act, shall take effect 
August 15, 
1979." [1979 ex.s. c 250 § 10.] 
Severability -- 1979 ex.s. c 250: "If any provision of this amendatory act or its application to any person or 

circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the act or the application of the provision to other persons or 
circumstances is not affected." [1979 ex.s. c 250 § 11.] 
Effective date -- Severability -- 1977 ex.s. c 359: See notes following RCW 28A.150.200. 

Graphic Version 

RCW 28A.305.140 

Waiver from provisions of RCW 28A.150.200 through 
28A.150.220 authorized. 
The state board of education may grant waivers to school districts from the provisions of RCW 28A.150.200 
through 28A.150.220 on the basis that such waiver or waivers are necessary to implement successfully a 
local 
plan to provide for all students in the district an effective education system that is designed to enhance the 
educational program for each student. The local plan may include alternative ways to provide effective 
educational 
programs for students who experience difficulty with the regular education program. 
The state board shall adopt criteria to evaluate the need for the waiver or waivers. 
[1990 c 33 § 267; (1992 c 141 § 302 expired September 1, 2000); 1985 c 349 § 6. Formerly RCW 28A.04.127.] 

Notes: 
Contingent expiration date -- 1992 c 141 § 302: "Section 302, chapter 141, Laws of 1992 shall expire 

September 1, 2000, unless by September 1, 2000, a law is enacted stating that a school accountability and 
academic assessment system is not in place." [1994 c 245 § 11; 1992 c 141 § 508.] That law was not 
enacted 
by September 1, 2000. 
Severability -- 1985 c 349: See note following RCW 28A.150.260. 

RCW 28A.655.180 

Waivers for educational restructuring programs — 
Study by 
joint select committee on education restructuring — 
Report 



to legislature. 
(1) The state board of education, where appropriate, or the superintendent of public instruction, where 
appropriate, 
may grant waivers to districts from the provisions of statutes or rules relating to: The length of the school 
year; 
student-to-teacher ratios; and other administrative rules that in the opinion of the state board of education or 
the 
opinion of the superintendent of public instruction may need to be waived in order for a district to implement 
a plan for 
restructuring its educational program or the educational program of individual schools within the district. 
(2) School districts may use the application process in RCW 28A.305.140 or *28A.300.138 to apply for the 
waivers 
under subsection (1) of this section. 
(3) The joint select committee on education restructuring shall study which waivers of state laws or rules are 
necessary for school districts to implement education restructuring. The committee shall study whether the 
waivers 
are used to implement specific essential academic learning requirements and student learning goals. The 
committee 
shall study the availability of waivers under the schools for the twenty-first century program created by 
chapter 525, 
Laws of 1987, and the use of those waivers by schools participating in that program. The committee shall 
also study 
the use of waivers authorized under RCW 28A.305.140. The committee shall report its findings to the 
legislature by 
December 1, 1997. 
[1995 c 208 § 1; (1997 c 431 § 23 expired June 30, 1999). Formerly RCW 28A.630.945.] 

Notes: 
*Reviser's note: RCW 28A.300.138 was repealed by 1999 c 388 § 603. 

180-18-030 << 180-18-040 >> 180-18-050 

WAC 180-18-040 

Waivers from minimum one hundred eighty-day school 
year 
requirement and student-to-teacher ratio requirement. 
(1) A district desiring to implement a local restructuring plan to provide an effective educational system to 
enhance the educational program for all students in the district or for individual schools in the district may 
apply to 
the state board of education for a waiver from the provisions of the minimum one hundred eighty-day school 
year 
requirement pursuant to RCW 28A.150.220(5) and WAC 180-16-215 by offering the equivalent in annual 
minimum 
program hour offerings as prescribed in RCW 28A.150.220 in such grades as are conducted by such school 
district. The state board of education may grant said initial waiver requests for up to three school years. 
(2) A district desiring to implement a local restructuring plan to provide an effective educational system to 
enhance the educational program for all students in the district or for individual schools in the district may 
apply to 
the state board of education for a waiver from the student-to-teacher ratio requirement pursuant to RCW 
28A.150.250 and WAC 180-16-210, which requires the ratio of the FTE students to kindergarten through 
grade 
three FTE classroom teachers shall not be greater than the ratio of the FTE students to FTE classroom 
teachers in 
grades four through twelve. The state board of education may grant said initial waiver requests for up to 
three 
school years. 
[Statutory Authority: Chapter 28A.630 RCW and 1995 c 208. 95-20-054, § 180-18-040, filed 10/2/95, effective 11/2/95.] 

180-18-040 << 180-18-050 >> 180-18-055 

WAC 180-18-050 

Local restructuring plan requirements to obtain waiver. 



(1) State board of education approval of district waiver requests pursuant to WAC 180-18-030 and 180-18-
040 shall 
occur at a state board meeting prior to implementation. A district's waiver application shall be in the form of a 
resolution adopted by the district board of directors which includes a request for the waiver and a plan for 
restructuring the educational program of one or more schools which consists of at least the following 
information: 
(a) Identification of the requirements to be waived; 
(b) Specific standards for increased student learning that the district expects to achieve; 
(c) How the district plans to achieve the higher standards, including timelines for implementation; 
(d) How the district plans to determine if the higher standards are met; 
(e) Evidence that the board of directors, teachers, administrators, and classified employees are committed to 
working cooperatively in implementing the plan; and 
(f) Evidence that opportunities were provided for families, parents, and citizens to be involved in the 
development 
of the plan. 
(2) The district plan for restructuring the educational program of one or more schools in the district may 
consist of 
the school improvement plans required under WAC 180-16-220, along with the requirements of subsection 
(1)(a) 
through (d) of this section. 
(3) The application for a waiver and all supporting documentation must be received by the state board of 
education at least thirty days prior to the state board of education meeting where consideration of the waiver 
shall 
occur. The state board of education shall review all applications and supporting documentation to insure the 
accuracy 
of the information. In the event that deficiencies are noted in the application or documentation, districts will 
have the 
opportunity to make corrections and to seek state board approval at a subsequent meeting. 
[Statutory Authority: RCW 28A.150.220(4), 28A.305.140, and28A.305.130 (6). 04-04-093, § 180-18-050, filed 2/3/04, effective 
3/5/04. 
Statutory Authority: Chapter 28A.630 RCW and 1995 c 208. 95-20-054, § 180-18-050, filed 10/2/95, effective 11/2/95.] 

180-18-055 << 180-18-060 >> 180-18-090 

WAC 180-18-060 

Waiver renewal procedure. 
Waiver requests related to WAC 180-18-040 which are granted by the state board of education pursuant to 
WAC 180-18-030 and 180-18-050 may be renewed up to three years upon the state board of education 
receiving a renewal request from the school district board of directors. Before filing the request, the school 
district shall conduct at least one public meeting to evaluate the educational programs that were 
implemented 
as a result of the waivers. The request to the state board of education shall include information regarding the 
activities and programs implemented as a result of the waivers, whether higher standards for students are 
being 
achieved, and a summary of the comments received at the public meeting or meetings. 
[Statutory Authority: Chapter 28A.630 RCW. 01-24-092, § 180-18-060, filed 12/4/01, effective 1/4/02. Statutory Authority: Chapter 
28A.630 RCW and 1995 c 208. 95-20-054, § 180-18-060, filed 10/2/95, effective 11/2/95.] 

 



180-Day Waivers 
 

   Days Granted    Expiration Dates 
 

2006-07 SY 2007-08 SY 2008-09 SY 

 

 

Adna    4     X   

Anacortes   3     X   

Auburn    2   X      

Arlington    2     X   

Bethel    2     X    

Blaine    3     X   

Boistfort    2       X 

Bremerton    5     X   

Burlington/Edison        K-8:5 days  9-12: 3 days    X   

Cle-Elum/Roslyn   3     X   

College Place   3     X    

Columbia (Burbank)  3     X   

Columbia (Hunters)  3       X 

Colville     5     X   

Darrington   4       X  

Dieringer    2     X   

Easton    4   X      

Edmonds   5   X     

Elma     3       X 

Everett     3     X   

Federal Way    2     X   

Ferndale    2   X      

Franklin Pierce    4     X   

Garfield/Palouse   3     X    

Grandview   4     X   

Granite Falls   3   X      

Grapeview   2   X     

Highline       

   Aviation HS    12   X     

   Chinook MS   3   X      

   Cascade MS   3   X      

   Pacific MS   3     X   

   Sylvester MS   3     X   

   Evergreen HS    9     X   

   Highline HS    9     X   

   Mt. Rainier HS   9     X   

   Tyee HS   9     X   

Hood Canal    5     X   

Inchelium    3     X   

Lake Stevens   1   X      

Lopez Island   4       X  

Lyle     4     X   

Mt. Baker    4     X   

Manson     1       X 

Marysville   5     X    

Mary Walker   2   X     

Medical Lake    2     X   

Meridian    2       X 

Monroe    4   X     

Montesano   3   X     

Mossyrock    4       X 

Mukilteo   2   X     

Naches Valley    2     X   

Napavine    4     X   

Nespelem   4   X     

   



      

180-Day Waivers 
 

   Days Granted    Expiration Dates 
 

2006-07 SY 2007-08 SY 2008-09 SY 

 

 

 

 

Newport    4   X     

North Kitsap   5     X    

North Mason   2   X     

Northport   5   X     

Northshore   5     X    

North Thurston   7   X     

Ocean Beach   3       X  

Ocosta     4     X   

Odessa    5       X 

Onalaska    2     X   

Onion Creek    5     X   

Orient    5     X    

Orting    8   X     

Othello     6     X   

Port Angeles   5     X   

Raymond   5   X     

Riverside   2   X     

Seattle     3       X 

Selkirk    3     X    

Shoreline   5   X      

Snohomish   3   X       

South Bend   3       X 

South Whidbey   4   X      

Sultan    5   X     

Sunnyside   7     X    

Tacoma    5     X    

TacomaSOTA   18   X      

Tahoma    3   X      

Valley    4     X   

Wahkiakum   4     X   

Wahluke   2     X   

Waitsburg   2     X   

Wellpinit   5     X   

West Valley (Yakima)  3     X   

Wishkah Valley   4     X   

Zillah    3     X   

      

     

     

     

-2- 

     

1-8-07 pe     

  

 



 

 

School Districts Granted 180-Day Waivers  

November 1995 to December 2006 (37%) 

 

(Not all are currently operating with a waiver.) 

 

Adna 

Anacortes 

Arlington 

Auburn 

Bethel 

Blaine 

Boistfort 

Bremerton 

Burlington-Edison 

Central Valley 

Chewelah 

Cle Elum-Roslyn 

College Place 

Columbia #206 

Columbia #400 

Colville 

Concrete 

Conway 

Darrington 

Dieringer 

Dixie 

East Valley (Spokane) 

Easton 

Edmonds 

Elma 

Everett 

Federal Way 

Ferndale 

Franklin  Pierce 

Freeman 

Garfield 

Grand Coulee 

Grandview 

Grapeview 

Highline 

Hood Canal 

Hoquiam 

Inchelium 

Keller 

Kettle Falls 

LaCrosse 

Lake Stevens 

Liberty 

Loon Lake 

Lopez Island 

Lyle 

Mabton 

Mansfield 

Manson 

Marysville 

Mary Walker 

Mead 

Medical Lake 

Mercer Island 

Meridian 

Monroe 

Montesano 

Mossyrock 

Mount Baker 

Mukilteo 

Naches Valley 

Napavine 

Nespelem 

Newport 

North Kitsap 

North Mason 

North Thurston 

Northport 

Northshore 

Ocean Beach 

Ocosta 

Odessa 

Onalaska 

Onion Creek 

Orient 

Orting 

Othello 

Palouse 

Port Angeles 

Pullman 

Raymond 

Reardan-Edwall 

Riverside 

Rosalia 

Seattle 

Sedro-Woolley 

Selkirk 

Shoreline 

Snohomish 

South Bend 

South Whidbey 

Sultan 

Sunnyside 

Tacoma 

Tahoma 

Thorp 

Tukwila 

Valley 

Vashon Island 

Wahkiakum 

Wahluke 

Waitsburg 

Walla Walla 

Wellpinit 

West Valley (Yakima) 

West Valley (Spokane) 

Wishkah Valley 

Zillah 

 

 
Total:  109 

November 2006 

Pat Eirish 
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180-Day 
Waiver Study

State Board of Education

Pat Eirish

Dec. 7, 2006

Schools for the 21st Century

• SB 5479 – May 1987
– 6-Year Program Authorized to June 1994

– 33 Projects Selected 

– Legislative Components
• 10 Extra Days

– Collaborative Planning, Design More Effective 
Schools

• Supplemental Resources
– Average of $50,000 per year

Schools for the 21st Century

– Legislative Components

• Waivers Allowed

• Grant Duration

– The Change Process – Lessons Learned
• Barriers to Change

– Lack of Time

– Resistance to Change

– Difficulty in Developing Group Consensus

Schools for the 21st Century

• Conclusions

– Time for staff collaboration is the single most 
important ingredient for significant school 
improvement.

– With proper incentives, locally based shared 
decision making is the most effective way to both 
develop and implement positive school change.

– For shared decision making and the collaborative 
time to be most productive, they must be clearly 
focused on the goals of the school, and those goals 
must also be developed collaboratively.
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Schools for the 21st Century

• Conclusions
– The state’s most productive roles in school 

improvement are in providing appropriate 
incentives, frameworks, and support for 
such improvement, rather than in mandating 
the methods of implementation.

– School transformation is not a “project” or 
an episodic series of projects, it is a 
complex whole.

Learning Improvement Days

• 1999-00 School Year Funding for 3 Learning 
Improvement Days 

• Learning Improvement Days replaced an earlier 
program called Student Learning Improvement Grants 
(SLIGs)

– Additional time and resources for site-based planning 
activities and staff development.

• 1995-97 –Student Learning Improvement 
Block Grants

• 2002-03 Learning Improvement Days 
Reduced to 2 Days

Learning Improvement Days

• Program Description
– Scheduled Work Days that Provide Time for Teachers and 

Other Certificated Instructional Staff and Administrators to 
Work Together to Plan and Implement Education Reforms 
Designed to Increase Student Achievement

– Allowable Activities:
• Developing and Updating Student Learning Improvement Plans,
• Implementing Curriculum Materials & Instructional Strategies,
• Providing Professional Development,
• Developing and Implementing Assessment Strategies and 

Training in Assessment Scoring; and
• Conducting Other Activities Intended to Improve Student 

Learning for All Students, Including Students with Diverse Needs

Learning Improvement Days

• Activities
– Consistent with district and school plans for 

improving student learning.

– District and school plans delineate how 
LIDs are used to assist students in meeting 
the EALRs and help the district/school 
achieve state and local accountability goals.

– Plans available to the public
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Learning Improvement Days

• Rules Adopted by OSPI 
– WAC 392-140-950 through 
– WAC 392-140-967

Rules determine eligibility for state funding 
and establish guidelines for the use of LIDs 

Use of LIDs by SDs underscores the need for 
staff planning and collaboration beyond the 
180-day school year.

Basic Education Compliance
• Annual Basic Education Program Requirement Compliance 

• Total Instructional Hour Offerings
– Grades 1-12 - District-wide annual average of 1,000 hours linked to the EALRs and 

other district-determined subjects/activities
– Kindergarten 450 hours

• K-3/4-12 Students to Classroom Teacher Ratio
• District ratio of FTE classroom students to FTE classroom teachers in Grades K-3 is no 

greater than district ratio of FTE classroom students to FTE classroom teachers in 
Grades 4 an above.

• Minimum 180-Day School Year
– No less than 180 days of planned instructional activity
– Kindergarten no less than 180 half days or the equivalent per school year.  (450 

hours of instruction)
– Districts using waivers must still be in compliance with the total instructional hour 

requirement.

• Signed by School District Superintendent and Board Chair

180-Day Waivers

• Authority: RCW 28A.150.220(3),

RCW 28A.305.140, and 

RCW 28A.655.180

• Chapter 180-18 WAC Restructuring 

• November 1995 – 1st 180-day waiver

• Waivers granted up to 3 school years

• No set number of waiver days 

180-Day Waivers

• Criteria for Waiver:

– Identify Requirements – # of Days Requested;

– Standards for Increased Student Learning 
Expected;

– How the District Plans to Achieve Higher 
Standards;

– Timelines for Implementation;
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180-Day Waivers

• Criteria for Waiver:

– How Higher Standards to be Determined;

– Evidence that Local Board, Administrators, 
Teachers and  Classified Staff are Committed to 
Working Cooperatively on Restructuring Plan

– Evidence Opportunities Provided for Families, 
Parents, and Citizens to be Involved in the 
Development of the Plan

180-Day Waivers

• Criteria for Waiver:

– Resolution Signed by Local School Board

– School Districts Must Still be in Compliance 
with the BEA Instructional Hour Offering 
Requirement

180-Day Waivers

• Thoughtfully Consider Impact on Student 
Learning

• TIME FOR:
– Alignment of Curriculum
– Collaborative Planning
– Professional Development
– Cross Grade Level Planning
– Building, District and Regional Training
– Research of Best Practices
– Involvement with Families and Citizens 

180-Day Waivers

• Total Waivers 2006-07 School Year
81 School Districts (25%)

Total Waivers Since Nov. 1995

109 School Districts (37%)

• Average # of Days on Waiver 5.5

• Average # of Years on Waiver 2.6
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Basic Education Act

• 1993 Legislative Findings:

– “The Legislature finds that student achievement in 
Washington must be improved to keep pace with societal 
changes, changes in the workplace, and an increasingly 
competitive international economy.

– To increase student achievement, the legislature finds that the 
state of Washington needs to develop a public school system 
that focuses more on the educational performance of 
students, that includes high expectations for all students, and 
that provides more flexibility for school boards and 
educators in how instruction is provided.

Basic Education Act

• 1993 Legislative Findings:

– Time and Resources for Educators to 
Collaboratively Develop and Implement 
Strategies for Improved Student 
Learning

180-Day Waivers

No single strategy (including waivers) 
has been the silver bullet for education 
reform. 

Multiple Strategies Impact Student 
Learning


























	Letter
	Agenda
	05Accountability
	Accountability_System Performance
	MapAYP
	Accountability_SummaryOfGregL_PPT

	06ELL
	ELL Tab
	ELL_Background_ForBoardPacket

	07Diploma
	ADP Briefing Tab 02.23.07
	ADP Member State Graduation Requirements4 02.23.07
	A Demographic Comparison of WA MD OR 02.23.07_1
	Maryland Oregon Washington Grad Req Comparison Table4
	A Demographic Comparison of WA MD OR 02.23.07_2

	08WSIPP
	WSIPP Tab
	WSIPP Reports

	09Science
	Science cover memo
	Science Briefing Memorandum March 2007 Eric
	Science Articles

	10MathAction
	Math Action Plan and Indep Review Update Tab
	Math

	11Rules
	Grad Rqmt Rules for Adoption 3 07
	WAC1
	Rule Amendments March 07 HB 3098
	WAC2

	12WaiverRequests
	Waiver1
	Waiver2
	Waiver3
	Waiver4
	Waiver5
	Waiver6
	Waiver7
	Waiver8
	Waiver9
	Waiver10
	Waiver11
	Waiver12

	13WaiverStudy
	180DayWaiver_Tab
	Jack and Kris letter on letterhead 02.27.07
	180Day Waiver_WorkGrpMemo
	180 day info
	180-Day Waivers (years waived)Jan 07
	Total 
	180-Day Presentation Dec 2006
	Waiver Articles


